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A. METHODOLOGY AND SOURCES
Methadalagy

Research for this report on the history of Oxon Hill

Manor has focused on  three principgé?t;hemes: cownership

patterns, land-—use trends, and labor systems. A Wgeod deal /&(\

of effort has also been made to assess the evolution of the
estate within the context of trends within Frince George's
County, Maryland and the Sauth; Evaluating specific-
histargcal changes in relation to such larger patterns
serves a dual purpose. First, it allows the analysis to
proceéd within a more self-censcring explanatory framework

by highlighting key similarities and differerices between
local and regional trends. Second, it places the aﬁalysis
-within the histariography of the topic wunder discussion,

thereby enhancing the value of the report as a unique
contributicn to both the history of Maryland and of the
Scuth.

Histqrical documentation orn Oxon Hil% Mancr is uneven
both in quantity and in quality. As the research unfolded
it became apparent that the few available private papers
would not be of much value and that the history of the site
wcauld have to be recornstructed largely fraom pgblic records.

The need to work with public documents pushed the research
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in certain directions, but did not obstruct the analysis of

. ownership, land use, and labor as the key historical themes’

of the study. As will be seen later, the opportunity to
thoroughly explore such materials as tax assessments and

census data greatly enbanced the depth of analysis of
J—

——
certain points.
~———

The theme of ocwnership of Oxen Hill Manor, which

includes close examination of the social, econami?) and

palitical role of the manor’s proprietors, was more easily

studied in the(jkgﬁteewtﬁ/ag;;ury than in the (j}neteenth.
Variaus qualitative sources, augmented by several estate
inventories, offered a fairly clear picture of the manor
during the Rddison family years from the-17205 ta 1810. A
complete uhdewstanding of(:)neteenth century ownership was
hindered somewhat by the fact-that the manor was accupied by
the son of the cwrner fram 1812 to 1845, by the lack of
estate inventories, and by not altogether clear occupancy
patterns by the owner or the aner’s sons and by various
tenants from the mid 1850s until the 1880s. After 1888 the
estate changed hands frequently, both before and after the
fire that destroyed the marnor house in 1895,

Land use, a second theme of this report, is more

thoroughly understood in the C@ineteenth century. While

varicus saources reveal something of eighteenth century

patterns, the agricultuwral population and slave cersuses of




the nineteenth cerntury offer more precise data. The details
of land use of the site are not usually available, but we
can establish the genera} land use patterns at Oxon Hill
Marnor by exémining appropriate census materials fof both
cwrners and tenants. Again, the absence of private papers
which might have provided maps or descriptions of site use
was a limiting factor.

L.aber patterns are also best‘understood for the site in
the nineteenth century, owing mainly to the discovery of.‘a
cau;t record which included information on Oxon Hill  Manor
ternants in the 1870s and 1880s. Although the census did not
list tenants separately before 1880, a great deal was
learned.about labor and agficultural practices at the site
dur}wg this latter pericd. Pre-Civil War details orn labor
pétterns are riot precise in that we do not have exact data
or crops and levels of production. We do have, however,
considerable documentation on the numbers of slaves present
and, in some cases for the eighteenth century, of .their
distribution arocund the estate. Frimary source research and
-obvious secondary sources alsa‘permit in—-depth comparison of
slaveholding at Oxon Hill with regular state and southern
trends. Discussion of slaveholding also affords the
opportunity to measwre the social and economic status of the

owrers or occupants of Oxornn Hill Manor. .

To generalize about the themes of ocwnership, land  use
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and labor patterns at Oxon Hill Manor, it is evident that
ecoromic and social life in the site area tended to follow
dominant histaorical trends of the agricultural Scouth: from
heavy dependernce on a single crop (tobacco) employing slave
labor toward greater diversification and widespread. use of
tenant labor. Oxorn Hill’s agricultural practices and labore
arrangements, however, were also conditioned strongly by the
proximity of majocr urban centers -+« Washington, D.C. and
Raltimore. Census analysis reveals g clear and marked shift.
toward market gardening and orchards, as well as various
changes which may have begun before the Civil War. The
.impéct of rnearby urban centers was especially strong in

Prince George’s County, for reasons to be discussed later.
Scurces
1. Intraduction.

This section examines the contributions of the most
important souwrces used in this study. Before looking at
specific sources, however, é few gerneralizations can be made
about the relative strengths and weaknesses of Maryland
historicography. First, the overwhelming bulk af

high—-quality research dorme on colonial Maryland has been

done mainly by young historians working since the late 13960s
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with the “new'sociall history" methad. With. the notable
exception of fhe city of Baltimore, the newer methods in
econcmic and sccial history have not been applied to
post —revolutionary Mar*yl&mcy a/{lthc-i.tgh a variety of sound
political studies of both colomial and national perio 7?
Maryland were of limited value to this report.

Second, even genéwal treatmEhfs aof Maryland history
which utilize moderr methods and up-to-date information are
rare. Develapment of a clear understanding of the ecancmic
and social history of nineteenth century Maryland was
especially limited by this weakmess.éﬂf&ifd, Frince George's
county, the county in which Oxon Hill is located, has not
benefitéd from a sound or  comprehensive historical
treatment. County—-level studies have been conducted wiﬁh
little or no attention to economic or scocial patterns,
focusing more on the history of the courthouse than on ° the
lives of residents of the county. Some valuable pgeneral
research has been done by various authcors,

Fourth, Maryland’s history is extremely accessible for
primary research, due mainly to the existernce of several
well-developed repositories. Most important to thié study
were materials located at the Maryland Hall of Records in
Anmapcalis. Among the most valuable records consulted were
the estate inventories, laﬁd records, court cases, plats,

and tax assessments. 'Qnother important Armapaolis
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repasitory, the Maryland State Law Library, provided most of
the nineteenth century manuscript census data, alang with a
variety of additicnal secondary sources. The Ernoch Pratt
Library in Baltimore was the most useful repository for
cartographic information, althaugh the library also offered
marny other secondary materials. The Maryland Historical
Saciety library in Baltimore holds the RAddison family papers
along with other genealogical records and secondary sources.
The Frirnce George's County courthouse in Upper Marlboro
caontains the land records for the county, although these
were more efficiently utilized at the Hall of Records. The
vitally importanf Charncery Court Case (#1208) dealing with
the insanity hearings of the last Oxon Hill Marnor owrner,
Thomas E. Berry, is ég%%eét the courthouse. Also useful was
the Maryland collection of the University of Maryland,
¢

College Rark. Théﬁcollection was especially valuable as a /
source of theses and dissertations. The larpgest
repositories, the Library of Congress and the National
Archives, were the least useful for this study, as neither
archive offered significant documentation not found
elsewhere. An 1840 Maryland census at the National Archives
was helpful.

Spe¢ia1 ment ian shou;d be made of a riumber of

individuals whose cooperation made this research both more

pleasant and more thorough, The initial research conducted




by Silas Hurry at the Maryland Gealogical Survey and by his

a
assistant, Lori Frye; was'very helpfﬁl. Their assistance 5?&
and cooperation are greatly appreciated. Harriet "Quinta" {i
Castle, a descendant of the Addison family allowed us tao
consult her family papers. W ' did af fer 'ﬁgé?

much material prev1nLs%y~\u‘_‘//b‘““&thap///g:;hors,

1nclud1ng\~i;/fath G astle; er ocac ation is also

apﬁ@&fj;ﬁ;;T>\

2. Archival Souwrces

Without attempting to evaluat; the gquality of all
archives utilized, a brief commentary on the most important
saurces will be useful. The Addigon family .papers in the
manuscript collection of the Maryland Historical Society
proved ta be of little value. Most of the collection deals
with the family in the nirneteenth century, after the sale of
Oxon Hill Manor to the Berry family, and the little
remaining material of value haé beern presented in the works
of Mwray (1895) and Castle (19%7). The papers held by
Harriet Castle, an Addison descendent living near Oxorn Hill,
Maryland, are also overwhelmingly from the nineteenth
century, and deal mastly'with the related Rayne and ;Leitéh
families. Ms. Cast;e’s father drew his information on

pre-1810 Addisons from these and other public documents.
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LecatEﬁ’h& ather Addison family papers, nor dig—fF—Ttr  any ﬂ;k
" v (oo, .

private papers relating to the Berry family. Unlike public

records, the private papers of Maryland's praomirent planters
have nof survived ih any abundance (Land, 1967{;;5%70; Land,
1969} 695 Marks, 1979i p.174).

Amcrig the mast usefhl archival sources were
irnventories, accounts against deceased estates, land records
(deeds), chancery papers, wills, marriage licenses, plats,
census records, and tax assessments. Inventories 1list the
personal property, including lecans and debts, of individuals
at the time of death. These documents describe the property
of.the deceased in great detail, listing all the items in
individuallraams of their home; énd in all outbuildings or
cther dependencies. They 1list the number of slaves at
various locations, such as on sepérate quarters or
plaﬂfétiﬁns, as well all tools, liyestacﬁ)ahd craps on hand.
Inventories for Addison owners from 1727, 1765, and 1775
were especially helpful. The inventory fof Zachariah Rerry
in 1845 was of no use, however, since Berry was not residing
at Oxon Hill. The 1856 inventcry of his son, the owrer of

Oxorn Hill Mancr at  that time, contained only minimal

information,Fa»—reaﬁens_l_haxg_/begg/kﬁhablé\\ta/’denafﬁinET\’ }(:\‘

-

The associated "accournts against deceased estates" provide
auxiliary details regarding the settlements of estates.

Land records provided the essential data on the pattern



of ocwnership of the estate. They also mentioned sales of
parts of the coriginal manor and offered some data on
leasing. Careful examination of these records revealed that
they excluded some relevant land trarnsactions at Oxon Hill
Marnor, perhaps because they were not recorded. Referenrnces
to survey plats from 1809 by George Fernwick and fram 1879 by
William P. Latimer served only to frustrate research;
neither plat was located, despite diligent searching.

Chancery‘records were scarce, but an invaluable civil
case from the 1780s irn which the mincor, Walter Dulany
Addison, sued his stepfather and mother for abusing bhis
estate, contairned extremely helpful informationm regarding
the organizatiorn of the property. .Qn accompanying plat,
dated 1785, revealed some of the uses of the main lands and
cut lined fhe partion awaﬁded his mother as a dower. The
1870s and 1880s case, dealing with insanity ‘proceedings
‘against Thomas E. Berry, included pefsonal, financial, land
use, tenancy, and other informaticon. Both cases were
extremely helpful in filling the vacuum left by the paucity
of private papers.

Wills and management records assisted in filling
genealogical gaps, and wills alsc offered important data on
the inheritarnce of land. Among the plats rnot found in other
records, the most significant was the 1767 "resurvey" of the

coriginal 3, 663-acre estate.
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Census records were one of the most corucial forms of
documentation for this study. ”nlthaugh I was able at times
to utilize research already performed by other scholars,
almast all of the analysis af cenguses after 1790 was dore

/;;j;;. he nineteenth century in Maryland has rnot yet been
studied in anything approaching the depth of research
afforded the colanial. period; Evern the all—-important
population, slave, and agricultural censusés from 1850 ta
1880 have been barely touched. Unlike areas of the Cotton
Scuth,. where some excellent studies of agriculture have been
dane, rural Maryland both before and after the Civil War
remnains an histarigvaphical wasteland. Because of this, and X
also because of the abserice of private papers,z} elected toé%
analyze the nineteenth cerntury cernsus material i depth}>
Giyew‘the lack of site—-specific maps or desc;iptions, the
nextr best approach was to | analyze the agricultural
praducéion of both cwners anmd identifiable tenants within
the context of local, regional, state, arnd Scuthern
agriculture.

A final archival source absolutely essertial to this
report was the tax assessment collection of the Hall of
Recards in Qnﬁapolis. Tax assessments include data on  the
name, size_and value of the~ landholdivngs of all county
residents~— their real property-- as well as documentation

o the value of their personal property-wslaves, household

Py
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fufniture, ;T%ie, gold and silver watches, and livestaock. /x<
Although the tax assessments for Prince Beorge’s County are
quite complete fram 1790 to 1850, they . have several gaps
fraom 1850 to 1888. . Noo assessments from the 1850s have
survived. The special value of the tax assessments was in
their delineation of the cccupants of particular tracﬁs of -
land. Orne of their weakresses is that they do not  always
distinguish owners‘Fram ccoupants, as in the case of Thomas
Berry. Rerry occupied but did rot own Oxon Hill Manor from
1812 to 1845, but the éssessments da not indicate this fact.

" Ancther consideration when working with the assessments is
that they were rnot completed every year. Charnges which
‘Qécurred in .a given year may not have been recorded

immediately.

T %
!
3. FPrimary Printed Sources ’Z'/é/gg %

C Among primary printéd sources, the most useful single
source was the Reminiscences of the Reverend Jonathan ><
Boucher (1925). An Addison relative by marriage in the late
eighteenth century, Boucher's feisty and often tactless
commentary provided valuable personal information oﬁ varicous
members of the Addison family inAthe years just before the
American Revolution. Dtheb primted sources of sSome value

were the Maryland Directories of the late nineteenth century




(1878, 1880, 1882, 1887), and the offerings by Fisher
(1852), Higgins (1867) and Johns Hapkins University (1893).
All of these sources offered statistical data on Prince
Geocrge’'s County agriculture, Aand the directories added
material on the occcupations of certain named individuals in
the Oxon Hill area (1727-1734, 1745-1789). The American

Farmer (1819-1897) and The Planters? Advocate (1851~-1861)

were of little use, everi though the Maryland Gazette has

been thoraoughly indexed.

Fave been 5?Uh+b+tfve{> Travelers’?
accounts provided almost rnothing of value to this report.

The biblicgraphy does not include maest of the travelers?

-
—

accounts examined, IMMm—uy—research.

4, Secondary Sources: Gerneral Works:

Aubrey C. Land, Ene of Maryland?s foremost - historians,
has written the most useful gerneral study of colonial
Maryland (1981). EFEased on more up-to-date research, it
greatly supercedes the older works of such schoelars as
MeSherry (1849) and Scharf (1879). The edited general
history of Maryland by Walsh and Fax (1974) includes a
chapter on the colonial pericd by Landf Middleton’s study

of the Cdlonial Chesapeake (19353), although more
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specialized, was of some value in providing an orientation
tao the oaverwhelming importarce of Maryland’s tabacco

industry, in the colonial period.  Alsae of assistance for

‘general colaonial history were works by Gutheim (1949), Reps

o]
(1972), Tilp (1978) and Wilstach (19204 1931). Gutheim and
Wilstach’s works are general histories coavering both
calonial and national pericds. Tilp focuses oan maritime

history and reports on the development of uwrban areas along
the river. Noane of these sources contained significant data
on the Oxon Hill Manor estate itself.

The history of Maryland since independence has rnot yet
received modern gerneral historical  treatment. For gerneral
trends the researcher must rely on the older studies or on
the edited vaolume by Nalsﬁ and Fox. While helpful, the
Walsh and Fox‘-study does not reflect much of ‘current

ﬂ.c

research. In any case, few areas outside the ngty of

Baltimore have been studied in any depth.
e Secondary Sources:  Frevious Research orn Oxon Hill Manor

In 1957 Guy Castle, an Addison family deséendant,

published a newspaper article and an accompanying photcooraph

of the aold mancr house. Castle’s article did not cover the
family in any depth, but it did offer a gerneral outline of

the ownership of Oxon Hill Manor and of the social status of



the Addisons in the eighteenth century. In 1974 Barry
Mackintosh prepared a report for the National Fark Service
on the new Oxon Hill Manor built near the old manor house
site by Sumner Welles in 1929. His <report contained some
information on the old Oxon Hill Manor and was mast useful
for its partial chain of title of the old estate. Silas
Hurry's 1984 report for the Maryland Gecological Survey built
on Mackintosh?s information by exploring the history of the
old Oxory Hill Manmor in some depth. Hurry turved up a
variety of wvaluable documents and conducted a general
analysis of three estate inventories from the eighteerith
century. Owing to lack of time and cther research
difficulties, the report had ornly minimal informatiorn on the (

¢,
estate in the‘ﬁk;eteenth ﬁéntury.

&. Secondary Sources: The Colonial Pericd

Amorng the wvarious sgecialized studies of colonial
Maryland, studies by Clemens (1980), Craven (1396%5), Earla
(13973), HKulikoff (1976), Land (1363, 1967, 196?; 1969:
1372, Glar; Main (1982), Menard (13973, 19375, 1977, 1380),
papenfuse (1972, 1973), Skaggs (1973), and Stiversaon (1977a,
1977b).5tand cut. Moét of these works are representative of
the riewer studies on sccial and eceﬂomié history that employ

statistical and demcgraphic data. Clemens deals with the



agricultural changes of the eighteenth century eastern shore
of Maryland, Earle with Rll Hallows Farish in Arne Arundel
Cﬁuﬂty on the Western Shore, Main and Menaﬁd with more
gerneral social, economic, and demcographic trends i? the
seventeenth and early eighteenth century, and Skaggs with
larnd cwnership patterns | in the eighteenth century.
Stiversan’'s work 1s an important contribution to e
understanding of colonial tenancy, evenn though his study
deals with tenarnts on Lord Baltimore’s private manors rather
than those on the privately owned plantations. Kulikaff's
studies, especially his dissertatian; is the singlé most
significart contributicon to the history of colonial Frince
George's County, despite its somewhat narrow focus on slave
life and slavehcolding patterns. The works of Land and
Papenfuse offer more general treatments of plantatiaon
saciety and are especially important in evaluating the
sacial and economic structure of colonial agriculture.
Perbaps the single most influeﬁtial study of HMaryland

history is Avery 0. Craven’s Soil Exhaustion as a Factor in

the RAgricultural History of Virginia and Maryland (1965) .

While nca longer .accepted completely by either Maryland or
Virginia scheolars, Craven'’s focus on soil exhaustion as the
key factor in the agricultural evalution of the Maryland and

Virginia Tidewaters has become the touchstone of virtually

all agricultuwrally oriented histories.




Apart from Kulikoff's excellent research, = Prince
George!s County has not received the attention of modern
scholars, The works of Bowie (1373), Heinton (197&), Vari
Horn (1976)  and  Watson  (1962) tend to be superficial,
although they are useful in a generai introductory sense.
Bowie and Heintorn offer valuable genealogical data onm  the
Addison and Eerry families in the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries. MeBGrath (1950) alsco presents useful gernealogical
infoﬁmatian, while Land (1968) and Zimmer (1378) provide

iri—depth treatments of two eighteenth century Addison family

relatives, the Dulanys and the éeverend Jomathan Boucher.
7. Secondary Souwrces: The National Period

The history of Maryland since the Americarn Revolutiom
has not received the same amaunt of moadern treatment as has
beern applied to the colonmial years. Although the city of
Baltimore has received considerable attention irn such works

as Browne (1980) and in numercous articles aof the Maryland

Historical Magazine, ouwr understanding of modern Maryland
must rely on scattered sources of uneQen quality. The most
useful gerneral source is Walsh and Fox's ‘edited study
(1974), a work which +treats the general cutlines of
nineteenth century Maryland?’s politics, econamy, society,

and culture. Otherwise, the researcher is forced to rely on

18



the less valuable older general histories by McSherry
and Scharf (1879), amang octhers.

The history of Prince George’s County in the nineteenth
century has beer boosted by & brief but insightful' article
by McCauley (1977), and by the same author’s master’s thesis
(1973). Takernn together, these studies examine gerneral
trends in Prince George's County agriculture from 1840 until
1880. MeCauley is particularly interested in explaining the
influence of nearby wban centers {n Prince George's County
agriculture patterrns. Both works were of some assistarnce in

‘ggf%nalysis of Frince George's County agricultuwe in the
mid-nirneteenth century. Less helpful because of their
extreme institutional orientation were Vivian Wiser's
doctoral dissertation (1963) and her article on ante bellum
agricultural reform (13869). Both examine the development of
agricultuwral societies and publicatiorns rather than the
actual charnges in Maryland’s agricultural practices on  the
férm and plantation, and neither focus on any> particular
region of Maryland. A brief and sometimes inaccurate study
of Suitland, Prince Georpe’s Cbunty)by Nerton (1376) was of
some use. .

The most helpful source on Oxonm Hill Mancr itself was

Elizabeth Hesselius Murray’s One Hundred Years fAgo — The

Life and Times of Walter Dularmy Addiscon, 17691848 (1895).

A descendant of the Addisonm family, Murray had access to
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private papers no longer available to either the family ar
Epé’researchecﬁ Her research on the last Addiscrn cwner of
Oxonm Hill Manor, the Reverend Walter Dulany Addisor,
pravided several details useful to cur um&erstanding of  the
coperation of the estate from 1790 to 1810, 'The wark's
gernealogical orientation limited its value for econamic or
more gerneral social themes. jﬁ%é&amination aof the Addison
family papers, both of the Maryland Historical Society and
in the possession of Harriet Castle, revealed tHat Murray
and Gﬁy Castle bhad fully used all of this currently
available documentation on Oxon Hill.Manar. Murray’s lack
of attention to the spaéﬁal crganization of Oxon Hill Marnor
suggests that she probably had no plats, drawings or
descriptions of the estate in her possession, even in 1895,
Works dealing with the impact of the War of 1812 in
Maryland, including those of BGleig (1836) and Marine (1913),
were of rno value. More surprising was the lack of helpful
data in studies of the Civil War in Maryland. nyil War
histaries by Durncan (1962), Evitts (1974), Marnakee (1361),
Murfin (1965) and Toomey (1383) revealed no significant
information about the Oxon Hill Manor area, largely because
little activity took place in the region during the war
years. Maryland was almost immediately occupied by Union
troaps, and most of the battles took place to the north of

Washimgton D.C., at Antietam and Gettysburg.

M
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Orne of Maryland’s most uwunusual nineteenth century
social trends was the rapid growth of the free black
population after the American Revalution. Since Walter
Dulany Addison elected to free his ocwn slaves around 1800,(?*2f{/J¢/
decided to investigate sources which might have dealt either
with RAddison specifically or with the phenomenon more
generally.) Studies of blacks by Berlin (1974), Douchett
(1889), Brown (1972), Calljcott ((1969), Carrcll (1961), v<
Franklin (1943), Genovese (1974), Jackson  (1942), Russell
(1913), Wagath (1864) and Wright (1921) are among the X
Maryland comparative studies consulted. In general, these

studies provided a close picture of free black life in the

ante—-bellum period, but a less than satisfactory assessment f’;‘ﬁ
&

< ;(C'e““j %

g slaves after the American

af the trend towar énumitti

Revalution. While igious conscience and the
post-Revolutionary influence for equality and liberty are
frequently mentioned, little attention is given tao such
economic factors as the decline in the tobacco economy, and
almost no effort has been made to systematically examine the

phercomericon by employing vigorous qualitative or quantitative

techniques.

a. Secondary Sources: The South

Flacing the ecornomic and social history of Oxon Hill

fu
s




Manor into its proper historical context necessitated
research into gerneral and comparative étudies of Southern
histaory. For gerneral sccial trendé in the colonial pericd
the works of Bridenbaugh (1952) and Main (1965) were useful,
especialiy in conjunction with the social histories of
Maryland by Land, Fapenfuse, Kulikoff, and octhers. philﬁps
(1929) and Schlebecker (1373) were also helpful an trends in
agricultural/saccial history. The most valuable single
saurce on antebellum agriculthre was Lewis Cecil Gray'’s

classic, History of Agriculture in the Scutherrn United

States to 1860 (1941). Although outdated in many respects,
Gray’s work still remains not only a model of historical
scholarship but also a veritable treasuwre—house of

information on southern agricultural practices and trends.

Like Craven's work, 8Boil Exhausticon, Gray’'’s History of

Agriculture appears as a paint of departure for studying
Sauthern agriculture.

As arn cutgrowth of long-standing intewést in the Civil
War and slavery and of pericdic concern for the roots of
black paverty, the topic of agricultural trends sirnce 1860
has received considerable attention from historians.
Althaugh much of the research since the 19708 is very
thorough and methaodologically sophisticated, it still does
not compare favorably in quantity or quality with the

research which has beernn conducted orn antebellum slavery.

g
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These inadequacies rnotwithstanding, a number of schaolars’
have turrned their attention to the impact of the Civil War

on  antebellum agricultuwral and labor patterns. Of
particular interest has been the development of ternant labor

systems ta nglace the old plantaticon ang slave complex.

Sirnce one of the principal themes of this report is the

organ;zation and development of agricultural labor at Oxon
Hill Manocr in the nineteenth century, a brief evaluation of

some of the literature seems appropriate.

Farm tenancy and labor patterns received little
systematic attention from historians before the 1930s.
Although ternarncy expanded Pap;dly after the Civil War, it
was not until 1880 that the cersus began'ta sepératerfenants
and 1t was not until Goldernweiser and Truesdelf} e;amined ><
_tenancy iﬂ—fSE# that the issue received close attention. ><
Goldernweiser and Truesdell, along with various scociologists,
agricultural economists, and Farm Secﬁrity Administratiaon
photographers in>the 1930s worked ocut of feelings of concern
for the apparently continuous asscociation between ternarncy
awnd rurai paoverty fram the late nineteenth century.
Historians Mendenhall (1?%7) and Cox (1944) were the first ;x\
scholars to address the issue on concrete historical terms,
with Cox calling for more systematic research into the

actual historical conditionn of tenancy (Garrow & Asscciates, 7L

1384) .
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Slow ta follow Cox’s lead, historians did not fully

address the tenarcy issue until the 1970s. Armed with a
variety of methodological tools, riotably classical economic
theory, various Marxist approaches, and clicmetric analysis,

historians of Southe%ﬁ agricultural since the 1970s have
engaged in an often heated debate over the origins, nature,
and historical impact of Southern tenancy. As Harcld
Woodmar (1977) points out in his overview of part of this
debate, all of these historians take the persisternce of
scouthern poverty as their point of departure. In ornie way or
another, they attempt to explain why'the emarncipation of the
slaves did not lead ta the kind o f yeomar farmer
arrangements characteristic of areas cutside the Scuth and
why the scuthern economy seemed to lag so  far behind the
rest of the nation.

From all of the studies it is evident that recently
freed blacks did rot receive land after the Civil War.
Rather,‘planters attempted to rerew the slave gang labor
system of the antebellum plahtatians | and to place
individuals and groups of Slacks under labor contracts.
Blacks refused to accept labor contracts, choosing instead
to flee to the North, to remain idle, or tao insist upon some
form of access to land. Within two or three years after the
war various forms . qf ternancy had begun replacing labor

contracts. The dominant form of tenarcy was share-cropping,
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i
whereby the tenant received a part of the crop he produced
in return for his labor. Some tenants paid fixed money
rents, and a wide and complex  variety of arrangements
developed between the money rental and share—cropping
éystems. Historians studying tenancy and  past-bellum
agriculture are divided along lines too complex to be
adequately addressed here. Ta gerneralize, the works of
DeCania (1975), Higgs (1977),‘ Reid (197;% and Shlomowitz
(1979) tend to deny the impact of norn-market forces, such as
racism, fuly] the development of past bellum labar
arrangements. Dtﬁers, rnotably Mandle (1978), Ransom and
Sutch (1977), Wiener (1978, 1979) and Woadman (1977)
emphasize the role of ron—market factors, paihtiﬁg cut  that
planters, the Freedman’s Bureau, merchants, the Ku Klux
HKlarn, and others obstructed, often yith fogce, the operation
of the "free market" in post-Civil War labor arrangements.
Whatever the value of their conclusions, the works of Mthe
latter group of historians are much better grounded in
empirical historical research. If nothing else, they ask
the appropriate guestions about the actual unfolding of
events, . rather than speculating upornn what should have
coccurred. Wiener (1978), for example, examirnes the actual
persistence of the antebellum planter elite in Alabama after

the Civil War. Working  from census  and  other data, he

coricludes that the Civil War destroyed neither the planter




elite nor its landholding base, even if this group no longer
cwned slaves. Rarnsam, and Sutch and Mandle pay clase
attention to the relationship between market and rorn—market
forces on labor systems. While Mandle of fers a
well-developed theoretical statement on the need to address
non—-market influences, Ranscom and Sdtch use classical
economic  theory to measure such.»pon~market aspects of
post—-bellum ecornomic life as the refusal of freed blacks to
work as hard as under slavery and the impact of merchant and
plantér monopal;stic contral of credit.

The implications of these historical studies of past
Civil War agriculture gor Uy undérstaﬂding of Oxon Hill
Manav derive more from the qﬁestians raised than the
conclusions drawr. Givers the time limitation for this
report, morecver, it would not be ﬁassible .to adequately
_Pésearch most of the issues raised. Although MeCauley
addresses some of these questions in his study of Frince
George's County, the key problem‘ of determining precise
patterns of the region and subregioﬁal level remains. The
analysis in this report of Maryland, Frince George’s County
and of Spalding and Oxcn Hill district; agriculture in the
nirneteenth centur;, however, does attempt to evaluate and
explain the effects of the Civil War and other nireteenth
century charnges.

Most of the historical gquestions raised by historians




of nineteenth cerntury agricultwe and labor patterns in  the

south have not been explored by historians of Maryland. The
most useful study, which deals oaonly with antebellum
agficultuve, is an examination of  8t. Méry’s County,
Maryland, by Marks (1979). Like Hulikoff ard cther
historians employing quantitative data, Marks analyzes the
social evolution of the county by examining the actual
distribution of wealth -«land, slaves, housing, etc. —-— from

1790 to 1840. No cther study of post Revolutionary Maryland

compares to Marks! level of analysis, placing it more

comfortably within the recent histories of colornial
Marylawnd. Two studies of nineteenth century Virginia,
hawever, of fer information of comparative value:

Schlotterbeck (1980) and Shifflett (1982). Both authors
deal with Virginia counties in the nirneteenth century,
Schlotterbeck with Louisa County from 1860 to 1900, lBoth
are useful asAcamparativa studies, their value being limited
tao some extent by the fact that they treat Piedmont counties
rather thar the Tidewater counties whi;h are more comparable

to Oxorn Hill Maror?s historical envirorment.




E. COLONIAL MARYLAND
Settlement

Wher Colanel John Addison, the founder of what would
come tao be known as  Oxon Hila Manor, stepped ashore in
Maryland for the first time in 1674, he was not among the
earliest aﬁrivals,in colcnial‘ Maryland. ”But he .and his
heirs would rise quickly in wealth, status, and political
influernce to jaié the ranks of Maryland’s first families.
Like most of these Families, the Addisons would rise to
prominence by virtue of their systematic acquisition of land
and its effective exploitaticon by growing tobacco with slave
labar. |

Maryland was Séttled after 1634 largely by indentured
servants. Betweernn 1634 and 1681, approximately seventy
percernt of all immigrants were servants, and almost all of
them--as well as the free immigrants—jgere yourig, white
malég (Mitchell and Mullen‘ 1979¢}:Efi;7). Maryland’s
éeventeenth century immigrants faced a difficult and haostile
enviraonment, due mainly to diseases such as malaria,
dysentery, typhoid, prneumonia _arnd influenza. Few settlers

reached the age of 50, and the shortage of females hindered

the development of a mnative-born and more acclimatized
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popurlaticon. The averapge agé of marriage for seventeenth
century males was 303 the average age of womer onn the birth
of their first child 2S. One—-quarter of the men never
ied (Mai 198 S;;:\ 7-15)
marrie air ey -15).
Equipped with only a minimum of tools, but always
carrying an ax and a hae, the earliest immigrants advanced
up the inlets, rivers and creeks, "like figures in a frieze"

)

(Gutheimx 19491%52?%5), staying close to the water's edge.
(g -
Figure 1 (Glasehx 196%& maps) is a general orientation map
. w
: —_
and Figure & (Mitchell and Muller*;( 197‘51)('.% 8) shows this
N~
settlement pattern. The settlers occasionally encountered
hastile Indians, but the domirnant Piscataway groups tended
to be more congenial than unfriendly. Combived with the

devastating effects of Ewrcpean diseases, occasional

warfare, and migraticon fraom the area, their receptive

effactTiJe

attitude eventually led to their pdemise in Maryland by the

. . — ), .
early eighteenth century (Guth91m{ 1949yq ppe— 24-28 and
\ :
66-67). Historians estimate that Maryland contained about

11,000 rnative Americans in 1630 (Mitchell and Mulle?(\ 197%{
N
% 6).
Maryland in the seventeenth century was a land of
coppoartunity for newly-arrived servants who were able tao

survive. Meticulcous research ) ¢! severnteenth cerntury

servants reveals that most remained servants for less than

five years, many becoming freehold farmers or planters and

5
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some moving into important positions in local goverrment and

society. The basis for their ecoruomic success was the

_— e
"noxious weed, " taobacco. (Menarqf 1973y pr. 37-64).
' = N

The Colonial Tobaceco Ecornomy

While apportunities to prosper with tabacco had  two
vital prerequisites, land and labor, the most successful
immigrants were those already wealthy encugh to bring
servants along with them, for which they received grants of
land, or successful encugh to purchase servants once in  the
calany. Land along the rivers was gobbled up quickly in the
seventeenth century, aften patented in encrmous  tracts.
Figuwe 3 shows the amount of land already patented by 1696
(Hientong 1972). John Addison had patented over 4,000 acres dx
along the Potomac by 170035 Thomas Brocke owned aver 11, 000
acres (Lar.d?lgmp(;@ 103). WX

The acth%iti;;_;f land, haowever, was of little use
without the labor to work that land. Moreover, tobacca's
extremely labor—intensive cultivation made labor evern more
vital. In seventeenth centuwry Maryland, successful tobacco
praduction depended heavily upon servant labaor, and even
freed servants had to use bonded labor bécause of  the
relatively small population of children and womerr wha might

have furrnished labor on family-based farms. The celonial

G
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tabécco economy, however, experienced a complex series of
charnges in the latter seventeenth century which tended to
push production more and more toward the use of slave labor.
Frice fluctuations, a decline in the availability of
indentured servants, the slow growth of a native—bo;n
papulation, and the increasing availability of African
slaves all contributed to this changé (Maiﬂ;_ﬂﬁgeay:‘;;;

' S/ —
le-g7, 397-1&3).

Before discussing the far—-reaching implications of the
transition toward slave labor, a Féw commernts on the general
trends of the tobacco ecoromy are in  order. Like most
staple-crop, export-ariented economies, Maryland's tobacco
econamny experienced ail the advantages and disadvantages of
its heavy dependerce on a single corap. Falling prices
ruined planters or forced Petrenchmenf inta
self-sufficiency, while rising prices made small and often
large fortunes. Fericds of warfare could be especially
devastating. In .the seventeenth century the secular
econamic trend of tobacco plantations in Maryland was
dowrward, bﬁt frequent short-term rises allowed for
considerable success. From 1680 to 1720, prices generally
declived and the ‘tobacca~ofiented planters and farmers
endured difficult times. After 1720, and especially after
1730, the ecornomy grew slowly wuntil 1750 when tobacco

entered a boom pericd, called Maryland’s "Galdenn Age" by




Aubrey Land, which lasted until just before the Revolution
(Lanﬁ( 198%*39{ 138). HKulikaff's detailed research aoan the
eighteenth century economy points to the expansion of
British demand for tobacco as well as grains, the secure and
growing market offered by the ?fench tobacco mornopaly after
1738, and the surge in available credit froam the
newly-arrived Scottish merchants and cther factors as the
basis for rapid economic growth after 1730, The Scottish
factors were especially active along the Fotomac, although
large planters tended to favor consigrnment over direct sale
to the factors. Also important was the establishment of
taobacca inspection warehouses and public landings in
Maryland after 1747. Finally, historians point toa the
increasing productivity of slave labor as a significant
cause of taobacco expansion. As more and more slaves were
born in the Chesapeake area, planters had less and less rneed
to buy slaves. Moreover, native-born slaves tended to be
healthier and to live longer. All of these changes lowered
planter costs and helped to boost productivity. Tabacoo
exports from the Chesapeake grew from 40,606,000 pounds in

1730 to 53,206,000 in 1742 and to about 100, 000, 000 pounds

T —— ~—\

by the 1770s. off‘ 1976,:29. 100—120,‘5$d’ 197?K2 T
———§ S e~

ava=- 3 Landﬂ 1981,’, ‘.\/ 197, 1969,--ppr 69803 Fl:ﬂlC‘E(/IQBL)‘;

passim;g Bvunqu197?,1pp\_ 71-843 Thompsoqt 197Q12;un~ 15<~253

Papenfus%x 1975,:passim;‘C1emens#_1980;}59. 113-1193 Earli*z
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1978[1 ep. S1-65; Earle Vand Hoffmaﬁ* 197%(2 B., <S1-283

wychafﬁg\lgagr passim; Tyle;r 197%( P~ 247-248). Maryland
produced 33, 493, 000 pounds or 34.6 percent of the 9&,767, 000

American total in 17723 Virginia produced most of the

————

———

P . — .
Pemainder(papenfusgx l97§y;p<f oy Pricsz 1980y: pa. 162).
(/"—'\ — 3 N’
Earle (197ﬁx:pp7» 17-18) notes that the price of tobacco in
N .

1769 was four times greater than in 1747, althaugh the
severity of price fluctuatiocn was greater than before 1747.

While the gerneral eighteenth century trend in economic

growth was upward, not all planters experienced the same

good fortune. Frequent and often drastic short-term price

X
~

X

declines gernerated an uneven patterh of growth, generally '

favoring the laPQEP,FwealthiEP, and therefore more .flexible
planters (ClemenaészQBQ(: Q;;:\ 113-119). Rlthough biased
toward wealthier households, eighteenfh century estate
inventories clearly indicate'wising living standards after
1720 within this pattern. They show the growing presence of
such amenities as eartherr—ware, lirnens, forks, and spices
iv marsy hameé for the first time. Especially after 1755,
growing income was often applied toward better homes, barns,
tobaceoo hause%)and cther structures. Throughout the pericod
planters spernt excess income cr utilized British oredit to
T T T

~ i ko ¥ 275-& .

purchase slaves (Kul1kcf2§;}97?k&+¥m. 75-288)
Despite the gerneral growth in prosperity from the

toubacco-based economy of the eighteenth century, there is
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eviderce to sugpest that tupacco planters were rot in  as
secure a position as might be expected. The evidernce of the
lornig—term viability of tobacco at the end of the colonial
periad is inconmclusive, complex, and often contradictory.
Historians debate the issue by analyzing such ‘factors as
' planter indebtednrness, scil exhaustion, stagrnant techncology,
charnging markéts, and competition from rewly-settled areas.
Distilling some of this literature, it appears that the most
successful planters were often the most diversified, as
farmers and as capitalists. The ability toa retreat into
self-sufficierncy in hard times was ancther advantage for the
mcore adept planters. Some farmers shifted away from taobacco
toward wheat and other grains. This cccurred on a massive
scale on Maryland®s Eastern Shore from the 1720s onward, and
wheat became the domirnant orop of the fastest-growing areas
of both MaPyland and Virginia after 1730. Tobacco, however,
comtinued to rule on the Western Shore where the soils were
more suited-ta tobacco production. Earle and Hoffmarn have
ahalyzéd the greater profitability of tobacco producticon  on
the Western Share as based primarily on the fact that the
cost of slaves inm a labor—intensive corop was lower than the
cost of free wage labor in wheat on the Eastern Shore.
Combired with other price and cost factors, tobaccao
production on the Western Shore contivuwed to make economic

(\
sense (Earle and Haffmavt 1976 o 30-39, 68-73; Kulikof?a: V/
A




3 s \
1976’(:4#.. 105, 197'51%',-99.' =281-28&; Baﬁkevﬂ 19401-41‘ 665 Earley K
1978ﬂ3¢p7 51-65; Craver$_196§ﬁ pp— 59-623; Walsh and Fm&x D(\
1974r?pp~ 81-84). Trends in tobacco production after the
|

American Revolution will be discussed irn—depth later.
The Colonial Social Order

1. Demcgraphic Trends.

Dominated by indentured servant immigrants in its
earliest decades, Maryland scociety by the late seventeenth
centuwry had begun to make the transition toward. the more
familiar plantation pattern based on African slave labaor.
By the 1690s slave'imports exceeded servant arrivals, and by
1697 slaves made up about tern percent of Maryland’s
appraximately 30,000 total papulation. By 1710 the slave

population reached rearly 20 percent (18.6), or about 8,000

f"@!ver@

2,
’
s

of Maryland’s 43, 000 tatal populaticrn. Bath slave and white
populations continued to grow rapidly, and by 1762 slaves

numbered about 48,600 c

r  approximately 30 percent of

For 2% c

Maryland?’s le&, 000 total population (Landelga{ihpr 274). ><\

e s o2

The transition from servants to slaves was due mainly

N\

v to availability and therefore to cost. Servants cost from

\and gererally served for fouwr years before X

becaming freée. Qwners also had to pay  freedom dues, usually

0
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arn extra suit of clothing, a hoe, /and some corn. Slaves

byt their services

were purchaéed for life and their children ecame part of

cost more than servants, fron

the cwner?s property. By 1720 approximately prne—quarter of

Maryland’s planters held slaves, although most owrned only

from cone to four, Only six percemt. of  the planters held

move thanm ten slaves and only two percent over Small
planters, those with estates valued at less th )y cwred
rno slaves but made up over two-thirds of a Maryland

househalds in 1720. As the slave population grew in  the
eighteenth century, the percentage of 51ave> haolders alsa
increased. By 1760 rnearly half (46 percent) of Marylandis
planters owned slaves, although over half of these held five
or fewer. A few planters held 80 to 30 slaves in 1760, awnd

a very few owrned a hurndred or more distributed among several

quarters (Lan?{ lgaﬂr:pp- 162-167). ' Z;><i//

Z. The Colonial Social Structure.

Historians have beern careful in recent years to avaoid
the sterectyped "moonlight-and-magnolias"” image of colonial

Southern society derived from the lives of the Revolutionary

leaders or from Gone With the Wind (Landﬁj 196q*$ P ES3).
While long aware of the truly historical nature of colaonial

society, only in the past few decades have historians
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systematically applied quant{tative methods to colonial
gsocial analysis. Influerced by such historians as Aubrey
Land and Jacksor Turner Main (1963), several historians of
calonial Maryland have employed éuch materials as estate
invertories, census data, and tax records to enhance and
build upon earlier, more qualitative studies. The works of
Glaria Main (198&8), Menard (1973, 1973, 1977, 1980), Earle
(13973) and Kulikoff (1976) are particularly important, and
an effart will be made here tao highlight some of their
principal findirngs.

Rlthough a highly-visible planter—-merchant elite
daminated econamic, saciab and palitical 1life in colonial
Maryland, small producers daeminated nriumerically. Table 1
shows that households valued at less than D made up at
least half of all households in eighteenth centuwry Maryland,
ever dgﬂihg the expansive years after 1750, Rich planters
such as the Addisons were rnever more tham a small minority.

The material conditions of life for Maryland?’s various
planter families have been examined in great detail .by

Maryland?s calanial historians. Flarnters at the bottom of

the social scale lived modestly, mast of their passessionsA

being 1ivestack; tools, bedding, and a few househald
wtensils., Livestock might include a saddle horse, a few
hogs and cows, a'}:n*cnbably Cscme  poultry, Most  plantation

N

complexes were unpretenticus and urnattractive, even

X




ramshackle, since tobacco producers did not typically remain
in any single location for more than a few years. .Because
tobaceos exhausted the scoil, and because most planters did
not manure oﬁ ctherwise fertilize the soil, the commaon
practice was to abandori the land and associated houses,
tobaceco barns, and cut-buildings every few years,

éven the homes of mﬁst planters tended to be
rudimentary affairslof one, two, or perhaps three rooms,
furnished with beriches rather than chairs, without curtains
o wind&W?and heated by a brick fireplace at one end. Only
the wealthiest planters built the larpe, twa-story brick
mansions with lawns, gardens, orchards, cutbuildings, and
separate slave quarters (MainVLIQBErippf 239 Laan 1981y

RR. 162-167; EaPI?( 197§11ppr 101-140).

As Table 1 indicates, poor planters persisted as the

rumerical majority of all households in the eighteenth
century before the Revolution. Almost none of these
planters owned slaves or servants, while most estates valued
above .100 showed orne or more slaves. By the 1750s,
economic growth had reduced the percentage of small
planters, but ncot theiy» riumbers, and expanded the percentage
af middling planters, those whose estates were valued at
li @)O (Land)( 1%81,,* Rpe 278-281).

Aubrey Land suggests that most colonial planters were

poor by modern standards, although almost all entered the




market ecornomy with their tobaceco orops. Tae support his

statement he calculated tabaccoApraduction levels foar the

four lower Western Shore countiesr—'rihce Gecrge’'s, Charles,’

Calvert, St. Mary’s—— between 1730 and 17359, when the slave
populatian, was about two-fifths (38 percent in 1733) of the
total (Kuaékofﬁﬂ 1?7%(Lppv 93-94). Land determined that 40
percent of all producers grew between 1,000 and 2, 000 pounds
of tobacco anmmually, ancther 40 percent produced &,001 to
S, 000 pounds, 18 percent harvested‘5,001 to 10,000 pounds,
and only & percent produced aver 10,000 pounds each year.,
The low levels of the bottom 40 percent of tabaceco planters
reflect the fact that no producer at such levels enjoyed the

berefit of a single slave, since 1,000 to 2,000 pcounds was

the average for one laborer. Higher levels of praduct ian

sugpgest the presevice of slave labor (Lan?i 1963y: P

471-475) .

Great wealth ir colonial Maryland depernded upon more
tharn tobacco planting. Maryland’s richest mern gained their
wealth by diversifying their interests into cammerce,
bamking, manufacturing, land speculation, political
office~halding for fees, and other activities; most alsc
planted tobacco. By the 1770s Maryland’s elite families had
developed a strong sernse of identity "strengtherned by cammon

interests and reinforced by intermarriage within the charmed

circle" (Lanﬁx_igsly(p(_774) lLand offers examples of such
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kinship networks: the Eastern Shore Llaoyds marfied into the
Tilghmans, Chews, and Pacasj; the four daughters of Bernjamin
Tasker married, respectively, Bavernor Samuel Ogle, Daniel
. .
Dulany The Younger, Chrisiopher Lowndes of Rladensburg and
Robert Carter of Nomini Hall in Virginia. Kinship charts of
the first families became, Land adds, "a tangled nret, with
filiations that baffle the eye" (Lanqﬂ 19B%xn></ £276). The
extreme case cccurred within the Addison family of Oxorn Hill
Marico, when Colonel Thomas RAddison (1679-1727) became by
marriage both brother—-in-law and Fafher—iﬂ—law to Richard
Smith. He accomplished this by marr;iﬂg Richard'’s sister,
Eleanoy» Smith, and alsc by marrying Sﬁith’s daughter by an
earlier marriage. Intermarriage among the Brice, Beale, and
Worthington families resulted in  the remarkably named
deséendant, Brice Thomas Beale Worthington (Lan?( 198£(x-ﬁ7—
2763 Land% 1963{39ﬁf 4764823 JGhﬂ50ﬂ¥~19@%f-ﬁﬁv 69-71).

Ly

S Colonial Prince George®s County

.The area of Maryland which became Prince George's
County in 1695 was settled well after the érrivél of  the
first immigrants in the 1630, Urmtil late in the
seventeenth century, fear of Indian hostility along the
Potomac and the superiocr tobacco lands along the PRatuxent

~

River directed settlers rorthward along the Patuxent River
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and westward into the riveris watershed. As the Indian

danger subsided and as available land alang the Patuxent
divided up, new arrivals began to patent lands and establish
plantaticons along the Potamac. Settled relatively later,
Frince George's County did rnot pass through a pe#iod in
which servant labor dominatiaﬁ’ the SCONOY . Slave labor
came with the turn—of-the-century settlers, and by 1705
slaves made up about one-third of the county’s population.
Their numbers would reach about one—half of the county’s
pmpulatian;§§:1769 (Hufkafﬁx:197%x e 15, 1IEf1EO, 319).
Ore of the best means to underétand the social order
which developed in eighteenth centuwry Prince George’s County
is to examine the patterns of wealth distributicon. Table &
shows the percentage of slaves an plaﬂtations. of various

sizey betweer 1658 arnd 1790.

The figures to 1730 include neighboring Charles County.

The 1776 data underestimates the percentage of slaves on
large plantétions,.bedausa the 1776 census did not  include
the easterd or Patuxent River side of the county where most
aof the wealthiest planters lived.

Although Table & demonstrates that slaveholding became
concentrated during the eighteernth century, the properties
of households ocwning slaves also increased from 25-30
percent in 1706-1710 tao S22 percent by 1776. Marny of the

slaveowners in 1776, however, were not  landowners, but
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tenants. Fully 60 percent of all county househalders Jin
1776 were tenants, and 40 percent of the tepants (17 percent
of all householders) owned slaves. (Kuikofﬁ%_ 197%12 £
185-186, 123-124).

The expansion of slavery in Prince GBeorge®s County was
very rapid in the eighteenth century. By 1735 the. slave
population of the county, alorng with thase of Calvert and
Arnrne Arundel counties, was 40 percent, In 1776, 33.1
percert of the population of the Potomac . side of Frince
Georpe's Cauntﬁt— he poorer sidgfj$a5 slave (Papenfuse C?(:
197':'}&41, 300) ’\A | ' K )(

By 1783 the county contaived 8,319 slaves, ar 48
percent of the total county population of 18,3527. Only . Arme

Arundel County had a larger black population (9,277),

although blacks made up 47 percent of that county’s tatal

'_ population of 19,851, In fact, no Maryland county surpassed

{
Frince George’s percentage of blacks (Kulkmfi%f 1973%3 par-C}\\
N

431-3

).
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Withirn FPrince Georgels County itself, slaveholding
patterns by the 1780s varied somewhat among the units called
Hurdreds. Slave percentages along the Fotomac River were
lower than along the more tobacco-cariented ‘Patuxent River.
The Potomac Hundreds héld slave populaticons ranging fraom 30

to 40 percent of the total, while the Upper Marlboro area

riear the Fatuxent contained 60 percent slaves. Oxor




Hurndred, the administrative unit in which Oxon Hill Manor
was located in 1783, contained only 30 percent slaves, due
mainly to the high proportion of tenant househaolds (66

percent) in that hundred (Kulik-:-ff'p( 197(7/:% 204-206, 373,

E

a32) .

As plantations grew larger, slaves tended to be moved
on to quarters located away from the owner’s house. In
mid-eighteenth century Frince George's County a gquarter
might be one of the outbuildings, a separate small
structure, or part of a collection of dwellings. Slave
cabins ranged from 12 by 12 feet to 16 by 20 feet and were
cheaply furnished with straw bedding, empty barrels for
chairs, a few coocking utensils, and a grindstorne or handmill
for grinding corn. Most z:z:;;;rs alsa had livestock and
vegetable gardens nearby. They were usually placed clase to
the plantation owrners®! tobacco, corrn, or other fields
(KUIiROFiY 197%(:pp. 204-206). The distribution of slave
cowrnership among slaveowners was very unequal, as Table 2
shows. By 1776, S2 percent of all households cowned slaves,

but most cwned only a small rnumber while a few held dozens

or even hundreds. Most slaveowners were also landowners,

although 17 percent of the county’s househalds were
slaveowning tenants. Some landowners and tenants alsao
rented slaves (Kulikcfﬁ( 1976,2p\ 128). \%L

Land and slave ownership varied considerably within
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Frince George's County iﬁ the latter eighteenth cerntury.
The 1776 Cernsus of the Potomac River Hundreds shows a  range
of non-slaveowning tenants from 328 peréenf to 56 percent of
all households, indicatinmg that even land owrnership had
become virtually impossible for a substantial proportion of
county residents. The figure of 66 percent was for Oxon
Hurndred, the loéation of Oxornn Hill Marnor in 1776 Large
larndowrers like the Qddisoné and Roziers ard the
merchant—-plarnter Christopher Lowndes retained thousands of
acres of land and rented parcels to the rnumerous tenants
(Kulikafﬁx 198%,‘9? 122, 146).

While a complete understanding of the distribution of
wealth in eighteenth century Prince George’s County is not
yet possible, considerable evidence on the structure of
léndholdiﬁg and the excellent studies of FPapenfuse (19732),
Earle (1978) and Kulikﬁff (1976) strongly argue that by
1776, before the opening of the West, Maryland society in
gerneral and FPrince Gecrge’s County scciety in particulqry
had become somewhat ossified and closed. The data presented
by Land (1968, 1965, 1967, 1981) supports these assertions,
although Land does not address the idissue directly. While
the classic study by Craven (1?%5) came to the same
‘conclusion; the rnewer studies use different arguments and
reject Craven's assertion that soil exhaustion was fhe basic

cause of social irnequality » by the late colomial pericd.
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Cravern argued that destructive agricultural practices had
exhausted the scoils of Maryland and Virginia by 1776 and
that the resulting lower agricultuwral production with
population pressure was forcing the tenants to migrate to
new lands (Cravenx 19'§K:pp—-59—62). In a direct assault on
the Craven thesis, Fapenfuse argues convincingly that the
soil was not exhausted and that average yields had not
declined, but agrees that population pressure was creating a
crowded situation. PFapenfuse’s study is based on  trends
within FPrince George's County (1972 ;paggﬁyi:‘v77

Fapenfuse calculated the size of avevége land holdings
and poinﬁgicut that both landowrners and leaseholders, who
made up over half of all planters, suffered no shortage of
available land for planting tobacco. Average holdings in
1776 were about 168 acres, or 154 acres when discounting the
statistically biased reports of land holders over 500 acres.
He also challenges Craven's notiané about soil exhaustion,
asserting that planters exhausted porticons af their
landhaoldings very consciously. Once the soil was exhausted
by tobacco in three or four years, planters simply moved to
fresh lands. Given the distribution of available labor in
Frirnce Georpe’'s County leaseholds in 1776, the average size
af land holdings was more than adequate to provide planters

with rew land when needed (Papenfusi( 1972gkgpp» 297-310).

Rejecting inadequate land and poor agricultural methods
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as the basis aof ecornmomic difficulties by 1776, Fapenfuse’s
and the other newer studies direct their attention to the
distvibution of labor -and ta the growing pweseﬁce of
tenancy. Almost all  landowners owned slaves while most
terants did wot. Although 40 péercent of Prince George's
County tenants cwrned slaves in 1776, most of these ocwned
anly one or twa at mast. The 1776 census  indicates that
71,57 percent of all ternants had one or fewer slaves
(papenfuseK 1973’}&& 304 Kulikafﬁx 197§x2 per 185-186).
Fapenfuse prafiles the typical landhalder and tenant in 1776
Frince George's County by calculating that the average
larndowrner owned slaves and.farmed about 150 acres of land
while the average ternart cwrned no slaves and farmed about
100 acres. He cangludes that by 1776 "the limit of
cpportunity in a staplé economy ' had been reached in Frince
Geawge’g County. Although Soil exhaustion was not the
principal cause, many residents were migrating from the
county while others remained and struggled with difficult
economic conditions (PapeanSe%: 197%x | b\. 300, 310).
HKulikoff's study of FPrince George’s County draws the same
conclusions for more or leés the same reasons (Kulikuffx\
197§LLDQL 407-4193). |

Skaggs (1973) presents additiornal data ar 1andholdiﬁg
in FPrince George’s County in  the eighteenth century.

Econamic growth in Maryland after 1720, he abserves, pushed
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land values ever hingher énd increasingly reduced the ability
of the less wealthy to purchase land. While rates varied,
the pattern of incréasing ternarcy was the same in the four
counties he studied: Raltimore, Prince George's, Queen
Arme’ s, and Talbot. Overall, land ocwnership in the four
‘counties declined from 4%/6/EEPCEﬂt in 1796 to EZyﬂ/by 1771.
In Prince George’s County the decline was from 38.9 to 31.6
percent, so that by 1771 less than one—-third of all  BErince
Béarge’s County householders owned land. Median land

- ¥

cwrnership was 157(309 acres, rnot unlike figures given by

(1}

cther researchers (Skagg§//197§/ﬁpp» 39-43). Skapggs als
offers details on the distribution of 1and owrnership, as
shown in Table 3 (Skaggsy 1973)(:‘.\ 43).

While the pattern of land ocwrership between 1736 and
1771 did wnot alter siénifiéantly among landowners, the table
underscores the unequal distributioﬁ of  land among county
landholders. In 1756 almaost half f47.5 percent) of all
landowners held less tham 200 aéwes; in 1771 the
distribution was similar, with 46.3 perceht'uhder 200 acres.

Studies of tenarncy in eighteenth century Maryland By
Stiverson (1977) and in All Hallaw’s Parish, Arrne Arundel
County by Earle (1972) make similar awgqments to Stiverson's
analysis. Stiverson’s analysis foocuses on the structure of
tenancy on  Lord Baltimore'’s proprietary marnors, where

ternants paid lower rents and held longer—term leases tharn on
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private estates. His research, however, alsa  incorporates
data on private tenant aﬁrangements. Ternancy increased in
eighteenth centuwry Maryland, just as it expanded in Prince
George's Caunty, from one-third of all 1andholdings in 1700
to over one-half by the 1770s (Papenfusewi 197%%#: par~/)<;
301-302). By the 1760s the average proprietary leasehaold
was about 140 acres, similar to ﬁapemfuée‘s 154 foar MPrince
George's County, although the land tended to be of pocr
quality (Stiverso7z 197%%59pr xii?—SS). )V/
The ternants were generally poor, cwned no slaves, and
lived in small houses without flooring and without brick
chimneys. The 13 terements Ef Georpne Nater, a wealthy
planter in St. Mary's County, averaped 1& feet by 8 feet in
1802, Only three had brick chimneys, the rest being
wood—-lined with brick, clay, or stone. In the lower Western
Shore the average proaprietary ternant house was 16—17 feet by
2425 feet, two or three rooms, with a wood frame covered in
clahbaawd. Most had dirt floors yith occasional  planking
away fraom the fireplace, made of wood and clay and a laft
for storage or sleeping. The commorn  storagpe buildirngs on
tenant lands were tobacco houses, usually 300 to 650 sguare
feet in size. Few had corncribs or  livestock shelter,
although almost all teranmts owned livestock. Over half of
all ternements had orchards, with apples predominating over

peaches. Orchards may not have beer as typical of private
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ternements, however, since proprietary ternants were required
to plant 100 fruit trees. Average tenant househaolds
included six children, which undcubtedly made living very
crowded. Pointing ocut that very littlg literary evidernce is
available orn poor whites in  the eighteenth century
Chesapeake, Stiversaon supparfs the observations of the
Marquise de Chastell, a Frernch traveler in 1780~1782 who
referred to the "miserable huts inhabited by whites, whose
warie looks and Paggéd garments bespaak poverty" (Stivgrsog(

1977&(;;:%- 56-84) .

Stiverson asserts that unlike. other parts of Maryland

in the latter eighteenth century, the lower HWestern Shore
made little progress toward agricultural diversification.
Tobacco, he explains, contiruwed to dominate for several
reascons. First, its labor—intersive nature kept slaves
fully employed in  an  ecoromy where few alternative
apportunities wéwe available. Second, methods of
cultivation and an. efficient .marketihg system were well

established. The presence of Scottish and English factors

affering credit was especially impovtant to the tenants,

evern if they tended to lack tenantét—and larger
planters€¥%hto tabacca  production. Third, and this was

again important to tenants, tobaceo production required few
tools. Finally, tobacco required much less land than

alternative crops (Stiver‘s-:-nx 1977)é(‘-\p.9. 92-93) .
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Like Papenfuse, Stiverson rejects Craven's argument
that soil exhaustion was a significant Factarlat this time.
He‘pcints cut that most temant farms produced only about
1, 000 pounds of tobacco annually, om onme to three acre
tracts. Corn typically took up 15 acres and may have been
even more destructive to the soil thanm tobacco. Most corn
was consumed by the residents o their livestock, along with
any vegetables or fruit grown on the terement. Stiversan
concludes that land shortages and socil  exhaustion ao nat
explain growing poverty in late colan;al Maryland. Rather,
the explanation lies inm the low Petﬁrns of small-scale
agriculture, an agriculture usually without slave labor,
without rew and more valuable crops, anmd with large families
consuming most of the surplus (Stiverség{ 1973{;pp. a85-14) . ){

Writing of eighteenth century All Hallow’s Farish,
iacated in Ame Arundel Caunty ACYOSS fhe Fatuxent River
from Frirnce George's County, Carville Earle alsao assesses
the growth of tenancy. In that parish, he notes, the rumber
of households grew by 73 percent from 1707 to 1783 while the
riumber of landowners grew by only 12.7 percent. This led to
an increase of ternancy from about one-fifth of all
households in 1670 to orne-third in 1699 to about one—-half by
1783. Growing populations and the associated rise in land
values was at the root of increased landlessness, and by the

latter eighteernth century most ternants in the parish farmed




GiddEhix 193§x3

Earle and St iverson aobserve that
"develaopmental leasing," or leases by which tenarnts were
réquired to improve the leasehold, were very commorn by the
late eighteenth century on both private arnd proprietary
estates. Capital improvements typically included the
planting of fruit trees, .clearing land, building and
maintaining a dwelling house, ferncing, and restrictions an
cutting woad. Other requirements varied according to  the
situation, although the overwhelming tendency fOﬁ leases to

be oral rather thanm written agreements severely limits our

full uwnderstanding of the phenomenon. Like PFapenfuse,
Stiyerson; CvéveT,and Earle believe that population pressure v///

in All Hallow’s Farish was reaching a critical point by 1776

K

(Earley 1972, :pp» Z12-2135 Stiversony 1977, ' ep- 8~11).

£ K ’ X

In his analysis of All Hallow's Farish, Earle offers an
assessment of social and econcmic batterns which may have
beern repeated, at least to some extent, in Prince George’s
County. He stresses the pervasiveness of tabacco, reflected
in such visual features as tobacco barns, abandoned fields,
the absernce of substantial urban centers, the scattered
distribution of rural plantations, and gangs of black
slaves. .He points cut that comparative data on the American
Colonies in the 1770/;, compiled in an  extracrdinary .study ;X(

by Alice Hansen Jones (1980), shows the average Chesapeake




planter of 1770 to be wealthier than all othér individuals
along the Atlantic seaboard,; "with the single exception of
Charleston, Scouth Caroclina and its environs. " (Earl%{ 197§A
Re_ 3). Despite growing poverty in the county, it appears
that the ecornomic positicon of Prince Georpge's County
planters may have been quite sound at that time.

Earle alsa examines the crganization and develapment of
plantation agricuiture in eighteenth cem£ury All Hallow’s
Farish. He differs with Craven's emphasis futyl sail
exhaustion as. a factor which sericusly undermined the
ecanomy.during the century. While he agrees that tobacco
exhausted the soil in tﬁwée o four years, he explains thét
planters gernerally followed with corn for orne or two  years,
thern shifted to fresh lands. In seven years the "aold field"
could produce firewood and in 20 years board lumber -—  and
tabaccoa again. Earle sees rno long-term decline in  tobaceoo
vields in this era, and calculates that a laborer could
produce about 1,800—1,900 pounds of  tobacco a year with
10,000 plants on twao to three acres. He adds that continued
clearing did lead £0 a depletion of the woocdlands in the
parish as early as 1730 (anle# 197%“p¢. 18-29).

All Hallow's Farish planters did rnot use manure on
tobacco, Earle asserts, because it kept taobacco greern and
growing too long. Corr, however, was marnured, and somne

tenants permed tobacco fields to collect marnure.
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Fertilizers such as lime, marl, or plaster of paris were not
used, and only the exceptional planter adopted crop
ratations with legumes, grasses, or  turnips. Although
planters did not attempt to  improve previously cultivated
sails by croap rotation, they were not entirely dependent on
tobacco. As  early as 1710, 10 percent of the parish
plantations grew wheat, a figure which reached almast S0
percent by 1730 as markets operned in Southern Europe and the
West Indies. FPlanters alsoc grew peas, beans, oats, rye,
barley_and flax, developed orchards for_ cider and brandy,
and diversified their livestock. Draft oxernn were. rare,
since most planters used steers, ndt horses, - for pulling
plows., Earle stresses the fact that such diversification
represented a sensible response to the exigencies of the
fluctuating tobacco market; that is, a defensive ability tao
become self-sufficient when tobacce prices were low (Earls&
1973{:,99..' 101-140).

The eighteenth century social and economic structure of
Talbat County, ) ] vMavyland’s eastern shore, has been
analyzed irn some depth by Paul Clemens (1975, 1980).
Clemens observes that by the 1730s, 53.3 percent of all
househoalders were tenants and that 78v&: percent‘ of  all

householders owned no slaves. Moreover, among  the &

fu

percent of households cwning slaves, 81.2 percent " (or 17.5

percent of all householders) owned from one to five slaves.
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Tenants in 1730/2 Talbot County rented aonly about S0 acres

of land and lived a typically primitive lifestyle. Tenaﬁts,
however, lived  considerably better rthan agricultural
laborers. Among the landowners, crily nine percent  cwned
over 1,000 acres, while 38 percent owned from 200 to 1,000
acres and S3 percent under 200 acres. The same 33 percent
figure held for landowners under 200 acres in 1736, Landed
planters without slaves, Clemens notes, cwned about double
the persaﬂai property of tenants but lived iﬁ guite similar
fashiar.

The real change in material conditions occurred among
the slaveholding landowners. Typically they lived in
spacicus brick homes with separate kitchens, and with
pewterware and silver plate in addition to earthernware.
Most had large géardens and orchards and most plénted several
market corops. Although gernerally twice as wealthy as other
larndowners (excluding the value of slaves), about  half of
all slaveholders awﬁed less than 200 acres of land. Most
lepased some land to tenants. FPerhaps more dramatic was the
distribution of total wealth inm 1730s Talbot County. THe 30
mern  whoe dominated Talbot County, a group of lawyers,
merchants, agricultural EﬂtPepPEﬂEUPS) and pravincial

officeholders, oowned an average o 00 each. They made

up only two percent of the county! s Tion—dependent populaticonm

but controlled 45 percent of its property. The bottom third
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of society, the éharecrappers, laboreré)aﬂd tradesmen, owned
Jjust & percent of the wealth (Clemenjx 198?x:9ﬁ5 l44-161).
The implications of the foregoing analysis of colonial
Maryland, Frince Georpge’s County and other regions will be
mere fully addressed in the chapter dealing with
site-gpecific research. By way of summary, however, a few
gerneral ngervatioﬁs will be useful. Fiwét, tabacca was the
driving force of the colonial ecanany, evern béfmre slaves
replaced indentured servants in the eighteenth century. Rs
in most staple—-based colonial economies, Marylarmd suffered
the short-term drastic swings in prices and the limitations
of depenaence on foreigrn markets. Second,. the eighteenth
centuwry secular economic trend was one of  improvement,
especially after 1730. Within the trend toward expansiorn,
however, lesser planters fell increasingly into  tenancy.
Terancy appears to have beern greatest along the poorer
Fotomae side of Prince George’s County, although the rate
was aver 50 percent of all county hauseholders‘ by 1776&.
Third, slavery became entrenched asithe basic labor system
in tobacco. Those planters owning slaves tended to become
increasingly wealthy as the century progressed, Wi -iﬂ
part to the natural growth of their slave population.

Fourth, the most economically diversified planters tended to

be the most economically successful —— and the most |><

politically poawerful -~ because of greater flexibility. :X<
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Maryland?® s fichest and most powerful families were uwusually
tobacen planters, but they were also active inm political
officehalding for fees, manufacturing, commerce, and land
speculation. Fifth, diversification away from tobaceoo
toward wheat, other éraps, and livestock was occurring in-
some regions of Maryland. The movements toward wheat on the
Eastern Share is weil knicwriy the degree of diversification
among planters.in All Hallow’s Farish, Arnme Arundel County,
less so. The preéecise pattern of agricultural production  in
Frince George's County before the Revolution is not cléarly

understood.
Oxorm Hill Manor in Colonial Maryland

The purpase of this chapter is to examine the themes of
ownership, land Qse, and labor patterns as they relate to
the actual Oxaorn Hill Marnor site. The intentiorn is mat only
to presént factual details on the site but alsu. to analyze
charnges at the estate within the context of the lacal,
regicnal and naticnal trends discussed in the historical
BVErView. This section alsco includes available cartographic

Yinformation.

i. Owriership and Status, 1674-1774




Figurg 4 is a genealogicél chart of the Addison family,
aowrners of Oxorn Hill Marnor until 1810. Led by Colanel John
Addiscon (d. 1705-1706), the Addisons quickly built ore of
Marylanmd?s largest and mast valuable estates. From the time
of his arrival in Maryland ivn 1674 until his death in 1705
or 1706, John Addisorn acquired 6,47éflfé/gcré% of land. The J(l
acreage of the Oxon Hill Mancr site itself, acquired in 1687
(Mackintosh 1974/:pa 73), is not krnowrn. The fact that his JKK
sor, Thomas, elected to build an elaboréte mansion at the |
site in 1710 or 1?11 (Casglﬁﬂ~1957) strongly suggests  that :X(/
Johrm Addison had developed his briﬂcipal plantation there
(Carr 2&k .Ic-r*dar% 1974/ e é32-834) . \/\

By the time of his death in 1727, Thomas Addison owned
14,281 acres aof land in Maryland. The exact acreage at Oxon
Hill was rot indicated inm the 1727 inventory, but the estate
included seven guarters, the Great House tract, a mill, and
a "store" at the Fotomac River landing. The house - itself
had eight rooms, tQG "closets" or upstairs rooms without
windows (MaicK~19B%/:p‘ 298), a passage, cellar kitChEﬁ’ and 7(‘
garret (attic space). The "cellar kitchen'" appeared to be
detached fram the hcuéé since it followed the "passage! in
the inventory and since it had a little "shad® (shed) room
cormected to it. The "shed" appeared to have been divided
iﬁ:}o three separate rooms, one of which was a ‘'regroe's Vk'

o The inventory lists these three rooms as "in  the
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shadé” {Maryland Hall of Records (MHR) Armapolis,

Iﬂventariegj?1;27);

The estate in 1727 listed 79 slaves, with &3 at Athe
Great House. It alsa lis;ed three indentured servants, one
of whom was a garderer. Twaldf the slaves were mulattoes
and .bath were listed as "carpenter and cooper. Nce
indicatior was given as to housing for the slaves and
servants except for the "regroe’s room in the shade.” T
house such a large riumber of slaves and servants undoubtedly
r%géuired‘quarters beyaond tHe mansicon house itself. The
Great House also required some kind of fencing or housing
for 63 cattle, 13 horses (two coach horses), and 48 sheep.
Aricther 26 cattle and cne horse were scattered among the
severn quarters (MHR, Iﬁvenfovie?({1727).

Thomas Addison left an estate of 3,883 acres to his
eldest son, John Addison (1712-1764). Jahn' s inheritancé
included parts of what would later be surveyed by his son,
fhamas (. 1740-1774) as the 3,663 acre Oxan Hill Maror.

Thomas Addison alsa left ancther saon, Thamas (1714-1770),

his "Gisbrorough'" estate and three other tracts totalling

1,746 acres, plus half of five small +tracts along Oxon
Branch (half of 1,864 acres). Anather son, the Reverend
Herry Addisan (1717—17895, received the other half of the
five tracts plus 1,517 acres, some of which was loccated to

the north orn the Eastern Branch_of the Potamac River and at




the Falls of the Potomac. A fouwrth sorn, Anthony Addison,
inherited &,000 acres, all to the rorth of Oxon Hill., A
additional E,EQO acres was divided among Thaomas, Hermry, and
Anthony (Maryland Historical Society (MHS), Baltimore,
Maruseript Collection, Addison Family Fapers).

John Addison®s 3,863 acres were probably the same acres
from which the 3,663~acre Oxornn Hill Manor estate was
surveyed by his son, Thomas (c.1740-17324), in 1767. Figuré
3 is a plat of the manc in 1767 (MHR, Faternted Swrvey No.:
15920, 1767). Wher John Addison died in 1764, his estate was

'

divided into three guarters, rather than the seven in 1727.

The room designation is  unc = in his 1765 inventory, _

— =
although the configuwation is similar to  1727. The 1765

inventory listed three, not two closets, a "chamber”"” arnd a
"gpirming room. " It alsc separated the cellar and kitchen
from the "cellar kitchen" desigrnation of 1727. Two possibly
new structures, a milk house and a meat house, appear in
1765. The estate listed only 41 slaves, down from 73 in
1727. The main house, however, had &4 slaves, almost
identical to the 23 listed in 1727 (MHR, Inventories, 1765).
Thamas Addisorn irherited Oxon Hill Manor  in 1764’ but \r
did rot live long enough to wateh his children grow to
adulthood. Qe died in 1774, leaving the estate: to his

oldest son, Walter Dulany Addisaon (1769-1848), then anly

five years of age. Thamas Addison had "resurveyed" the




estate in 1767 (see Figure 3) and it is from this survey
that we have a precise layaout of the property. By 1774 he
alsa awned various ather prapértie;, including the
1,613-acre "Gisborough Manoc" left him by his uncle, another
Thoamas, in 1770, Addisor left Gisborough to his second son,
Jaohry, when he left the Oxon Hill estate to Waltew Dulany
(Maryland Historical Society, Name fiie, Laurel News Leader,
Jarmary 26, 1976). He left John an additional 1,870 acres
and his third son, Thomas Graftorn Addiscon (b.. cirea 1774),
1,200 acres. He also arranged for the lease of a house and
land at Hart Park, part of Oxon Hill Maror, to his  brother
Johivia In all, Thomas Addison owned 5,133 acres at his death
in 1774, He made rno pravision for a fouth sarn, Hernry, wha
was born  after his death (Maryland Historical Scociety,
Addiscon Family FPapers).

Thé invertory of Oxor Hill Manor in 1775 listed only
two quarters ih addition to the manor house tract. The-
configuration of the Podms was similar to the earlier
inventories, but the 1773 document included a "porch
claset", a "back porch" probably attached to the kitchen,
and an "overseer's house" between the house and kitcher. N
separate cutbuildings were listed, as in 1765, although they
were certainly present. Addison had expanded His slave
holdings to 109 slaves, 60 of whom were at tﬁe mancr house.

The estate was probably aver moy e potentially
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self-sufficient than previously, since the .slaves at the
main house included a shoemaker, a carter, a garderer, a
midwife, three carperters, a cocachman, and a "joiner." A
slave Cgbentev was also listed at "Ciarksoﬂ’s Quarter. "
Animals at the house included 64 qf 69 cattle, 4 oxen, =20 af
28 horses, 4 coach horses, 120 sheep, and 49 of 101 taotal
hogs. Addison apparently lived very cstentatiously,
traveling about in a "Londorn coach anmd  four" with matched
bay hursgs with coutriders (Castljx 19537). , The Reverend
Jorathan Baucher, husband of Addison’s sister Eleanaor, was
very impressed with Oxon Hill Marnor. Married there in 1772,
RBoucher described the estate as  "the mast pleasantly
situated and circumstarced, and in all respects the most
desireable of any I have ever seen in any part of the waorld"
(Eh:-ucher*ﬁ 19‘5‘5‘;( lp.51). . |

Table 4 compares the estates of the Oxen Hill Mancor
awrners in 1727, 1765, and 1773. The decline in the overall
value of personal property, including slaves, fram 1727 to
1765 prabébly reflects the Hispewsal of Thomas Addison's
17?7 esfate among several sons.. Since economic conditiaons
after 1727 were gererally much better tham before that date,
the fact that the ngmber of slaQes at the manory house did
not increase suggests that John Addison may have been iess
econamically active tharn his father. The drastic decline in

the rnumber of cattle could indicate either’ dispersal or
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diversification., . The lower value &f Johrn Addison’s slaves
cart be misleading in interpreting the impoartance of slavery
to Dxah‘Hill Marncr in 1765. More informative is the fact
that slaves were 58 percent of the value of personal
property 0% Oxowm Hill, compared to 51 percent in 1727,
Moreover, average slave value in 1765‘was(i>3, compared to
(iés in 1727. This higher ‘value could  represent higher
average age of the slaveé, although that is unlikely in view
of the increase in slave workers through domestic population
growth rather tharn immigraticn.

Ecornomically, socially, and politically, the Addisons
were among Maryland?s  wmost pFDmiﬂéﬂt families in the
eighteenth century. Frabably at its highest at the time of
Thomas Addiscn’®s death in 1774, their status faded after the
American Revalution for reasons to be discussed later.
‘Comparing Table 1 and Table 4 reveals that in 1727, 1765,
and 1775, Oxorn Hill Manoﬁ was among the top few percent of
all Maryland estates and that Thomas Addison®s|£h, 275 estate
value in 1775 may have placed him among the top few
families. The same holds true in regard to landholding.
Oxort Hill Maror’s 3,663 acres also placed. the estate within
Prince George’s County’s and Maryland®’s top few percent of
all landed units, as can be seen from Table 3 and froam the
gearlier discussion of landholding. Comparing Table & and

Table 4 illustrates that Oxon Hill Manocr was among ‘the
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largest slave plantations as well. The eighteenth century
trend toward increased concentration of slaveowning was well
represented af Oxorn Hill Manaor. Moreover, the number of
slaves at the estate was much higher tharn the average number
of slaves per household in two in 1710 énd five in 1782
(Kulikof?( 197?(!?ﬁ\ 112-120). The Addison’s prominence as
slaveoawners appears even more impressive in  view of their
location on the relatively poorer, FPotomac side of PFPrince
George’'s County.

The high social and political status of the eighteenth
century Addisons is best illustrated by a brief history of
the owners of Oxon Hill Manor and of some key relatives.
Colorel Johrn Addison  (d.1705-1706) was a member of a
praominent family of merchants and elergymEh in England. He
was the braother of Laurncelot Addisorn, Dean of Litchfield and
chaplain ta Charles I1I, of Anthony Addison, Chaplain to the
Duke of Marlboyough, ard of Thomas and Herry Addison,
merchants of Whitehaven. His urncle was the celebrated
author, Joseph Rddison. eriviﬂg in Maryland in 1674, John
Addison mavried Rebecca Dent, widow of a wealthy lplanter,
Thomas Denty and daughter .Df the Reverend William
Williamsocn, the first ﬁrotestant clergyman in Maryland.

Addison was an active merchant, AIndian trade§ and
planter in Charles Cauﬁty5 He was a partneﬁ_ with several

Ernglish merchants, and in the early 1680s orne of his ships
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was seized for violation of the Navigation Acts. He was
alsc transporting indentgred servants into Marylard at this
time. By 1687 he cwned 1,300 aeres of land and had received
his First palitical appoaintment-— justice of Charles County.
Afterward, he received rnumerous commissions and rase to
political prominernce as a member of the Council of Maryland
(16391), a justice of the Provincial Court (1692), a caolonel
of Charles and of Prinqe‘Beane’s County (16935), a trustee
of HKing William’s School (riow St.  John's College) in
Armapolis, and a Commisary Gerneral o Justice for Probate of
Wills (1699). By the time of his death in 1705 or 1706 he
had a cansiderable estate, which he left ta his anly son,

Thamas (Murra 1833, 13; Carr and Jordan 1974, ! pi-
7 ST X177

1Y

232234 Richardsoﬂﬂ 191%x:p\ ls Hawar%K 191q$_pp,1387—394).

Colonel Thomas Addison (1669~1727) married twice, bath
times into wealthy Maryland families. His first wife,
Elizabeth Tasker (170i), was the daughter of Thomas Tasker,
a rich planter, member of the Courcil of Maryland, justiceé
of the High Provincial Court, and Treasurer of Maryland.
Their daughter, Rebecca (b. 1703), wculd iater marry Colaornel

George Flater, owner of Sotterley on the Patuxent River and

one of Maryland?’s most powerful men. This marriage alsa
cormected the Addisons tao Virginia’s aristocracy. The
Flater’s san, George Flater (1753-1792), waould become

Governor of Maryland in 1791, Thaomas Addison’? s second wife,

&4



&M’@ﬂ% -

Eleanor S8mith (1709), was the daughter of Colonel Walter
S8mith. Eleanor's sister, Rebecca 8Smith, married Daniel
Dulaég;>the Elder (16853-1733), one of Maryland’s richest and
most powerful mern. Dul held such offices as
Receiver—-General of Revenues, Attorney-Gerneral, Commissary
General, Chief Judge of the Court of Vice-Admiralty, &
member of Lord Baltimore’s Council af State. The Du a!Eg
became cormected to the RAddisons via ancther route when
Rachel Dul n% daughter of Rebecca Smith Du%ff}) and Daniel
Dulif:> the Elder, married the Reverend Hernry Addison
(1717-1789) in 1731. The Reverend Hernry Addison was Thomas
Addison’s youngest son.

Like his father, Colonel Thomas RAddison held numerous
palitical offices. He became Surveyor of Prince George's
County (1696), Deputy to the Potomac District Naval Officer
(1697), an Indian commissioner, member of the Council of
Maryland (1710), éc-l-:-nel and head of Prince Georpge's County
Militia (1714), Sheriff of Frince George's County, Justice
of the Provincial Court, a land commissicorner, Surveyor of
the Western Shore (1718), and Commissary Gerneral (1721). He
had developed a large estate by his death in 1727, which he
dispersed among his wife, Eleénow (1761), his daughter, Arm
(b. 1711/12), and Ais sons John (1713-1764) , Thomas

(1714~-1770), Hewmy (1717-1789) and Anthony (Van Howﬁ( 197%(

xz

N 112 wilstachx 1931,\',K 3293 Staeckelx 1958}‘ Y= 34
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Howar%/ 191?/fp\ 3943 lLand, 195%/:pﬁ\_193—193 and 196%/; P
40, 593 Hientoﬁf 197%,:pp$~18, =213 Hellc-c:kx~ 1962%: PR =i,
=4 Ric:har*dcm}( 1913/; pPhe 233 Bc-wie% 19759(" BR. 22-33).

About the riext ocwner of Oxorn Hill Marner, Captain John
Addiscrn (1713-1764), we know little. He married Susarmah
Wilkinson (d. 1773) and had several children, including
Thomas (o. 1740-1775), John, Anthony, Arnn, and Elearicoe. The
Reverend Jornathan Boucher, whao married Eleanor at‘onn Hill
Marnor in 1772, described John Qddisaﬁ as "arn irregular and ,
iﬂtempewate man' wha “"of cggrse, died young" (Bauchen)i PBES/* 7<

\QE;‘51~53). During his gﬁsft life, however, RAddison served
as a Justice of the Provincial Court and as  a delegate tuo
. theiprovincial Assembly fraom 1745 to 1754 (Van Hovnﬁ '197%/i
}Eﬁi&&, 993 Stoéckelf_lgﬁgptp\ 33). The relatively lower
value of his estate in 1765, compared to those of his father
in 1727 and his son in 1775, suggests that he may have been
less active than the others. John'! s younger brother, Ma joon
Thomas Addison (1714-1770), was treated very harshly in

'Boucher's Reminiscences. After a successful military
career, Thomas.retired to his 1,£13 acre "Gisborough" estate
around 17685. Boucher referred to the estate as Thomas's
"little patrimony rear Oxorn Hill" and he chided Addison for
becoming "moped [sicl and melancholy!" and for giving himself

up "to the habits of sottishrness and wvulgarity.” Boucher

reported that Thomas became alcoholic, "addicted rnot only to

&6



law company, but to the worst kind of ligquaor, intoxicating
himself daily with a vile gpiritous distillatiom from

malasses, there called New Evngland rum.” Thomas died within

five years of his retirvement in 1770 (Euuchev(\ 192%/1 g 4N

u

1-553 MHR, Debt Bcooks, FPrince George's Caunt%/ 176%5“ L.iber

{

S, fol. 1.
Boucher became a close friend of John Addison’s younger

brather, the Reverend Herry Addison (1717-17893), when Hernry

brought his two sons to Boucher's school in Carcaline County,

Virginia to be tutocred. Boucher had developed a 2favorable
reputation as a tutcr in VMirginia, which apparently
influenced George Washington’s decision to send his stepsan,
Jack Custis, to RBoucher’s school (Zimmeg/ 197%/1$Q, 68-69).
Herry Addiscon was rector of St. John?’s Church on the P&tomac
River scuth of Oxorn Hill, a post he had held since 174&.
His estate, 1,407 acres wnear Oxon Hill and including part of
the "Hart Fark" tract which was alsa part of Oxon Hill
Maroo, was called "Barmaby Marnco" (MHS, fAiddison Family
Fapers). He was married to Rachel Dul{j) Kriight, the
widowed daughter of Daniel Dul{?i)the Elder. Her brother,
Daniel Du1169 the younger, was Secretary—seneval of
Maryland, a member of the Frovincial Council, and a leader
of the Maryland BRar. Arcther bﬁather, Walter Duléf}, was
Mayor of Armapolis, Commissary Gerneral and a member of the

Frovincial Council. Walter was also the father of Rebecca
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p
Dulqﬁi} the womanm who would marry Jobhn Addison®s  son,

Thomas, the heir to Oxon Hill Manaor (Zim.men?(~ 197%L\ PR
&68-69; Lanef 1969¥:p§551m).

Thomas Addiscon (c. 1740-1774) did not live a long life,
even by eighteenth centuwry standards, but he appears to have
beern a very active planter. He may have focused his enerpgies
o Oxornn Hill Marnor, since he does not show up iwm the records
as being politically active in the same manmer as  his
predecessors. He appears only as a justice of the county
court (1761-1764, 1766-~1769), and there is no mention of a

military title. His relative youth may explain some of his

lack of poalitical visibility. When Addison marvied’ Rebecca
Dula{? (1747-1829) in 1767, he reinforced the close ties | to
the Dula@ initiated earlier. The Dul haowever, and
the Reverend Boucher became active Loyalists during the
Revaoluticormary years and last considerable .  property.
Addison’s death in 1774 may have saved Oxorn Hill Marnoe fraom
confiscation,; although we have no eviderce as ta what his
loyalties woﬁld have beer. His braother, Calonel John
("Jack") Addison, apparently led Maryland trocops during . the
Revalution and served as an aide to George Washington
(Staeckelf_IBE%%;ﬁ\ 35). Deacribéq, however, by Zimmer as
"Eleanom?’s improvident brother” (1978f}p, 639), John lost his
property called "The Lodge" rnear Oxon Hill to the Reverend

Boucher in 1773. Forced to sell because of debts, he sold
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an estate of about 1,000 acres of land, some buildings, and
26 slaves. Boucher, who had used. his Addison and Dul%@}
commections to establish an excellent living in Armapolis,
developed>the Lodge estate by reclaiming land, planting
timathy, and creating a "falling garden” on the sloping land
along the Potomac RivéP across from Alexandria. Because of
their loyalist sympathies, Roucher, Herry QAddisan, awnd
several other family members left Maryland in 1775.
Boucher's estate; valued aé:::)AAS, was cohfiscated during
the Revaoluticr. Herry Addison lost some  property, but he

was able to pass "Barnaby Manor" on  to his  son, Arnthonyy

r

whenr he died in Maryland in 1789 (Zimmec/ 197§r=‘p\\ 342
Lan?ﬁ 196%/:p\ 3183 McGraqt?/ 195?/1Bﬁm 362~-370).

The foregoing examimation of the Addisons from 1674 to
rounhly 1774 reveals thé econamic, saocial, .and poiitical
prominence of the family in eighteenth century Mar?land.
The Addiscns and their wealthy associates were the families
that built the large brick mansions overlooking waterways,
surrounded by outbuildings, orchards, gardens and lawns, and
worked by slave (and ternant) labor. As such an estate, Oxon
Hill Mancr appears ta have reached an  apogee  around 1774,
The early death of Thomas ARddison disrupted the orderly
tramsition from father to son and coreated legal confusion in

the management of the estate. Follawing almost immediately

upon Addison’®s death, the American Revolution also disruptéd
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the family and may have had negative effects on. the
successfﬁl coperation of the estate as a slave plantation;
The faollowing discussion of  land Qse patterns and labor
trends covers Oxon Hill.MaﬁOP from its origins uwntil 1793,
the year in which Walter Dul%?£> Addison  moved onto the
estate. While the colonial pericd ended, technically
speaking, ivn 1783, it is historically sensible tao treat  the
years from 1774 to 1793 as a transition phase at Oxon Hill
Marior. - As  will be ﬁade clear later, in historical
perspective_this period establishgd the preconditions for
Walter Dulcﬁy Addison’s eventual decision to sell Oxonm Hill

Marior.
£. Land Use and Labor Patterns, 1674-1793

That Oxorn Hill Marnor was essentially a typicallly
wealthy taobaceo plantation in  eighteenth century Maryland
seems evident.,  Taobaceco was the key cash cocrop of the area
and the movemernt toward diversification characteristic of
the Eastern Shore‘awd cther areas did rnot  take hold along
the Potomac. Oxcr Hill  Marcr demonstrated the typical

eighteenth century péttewhs of. most tobacco  areas in

Marylaﬁé; and Tidewater Virginia: a tendency toward greater :><;

dependence an"tmbacco and on slave labor, The slave

papulatiaﬁ grew rapidly in Frince George's County, making it

70 : 0_!,27\5 7’0
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the largest slaveholding county in Maryland before the
Revalutior. The Potomac half of the caupty, however, held
fewer slaves than the Patuxent side and relied more heaQily
o tenant labor. Ternants presumably grew tobacco, although
no evidence ;s available ta.prave this assertion. Ry the
time of the first inventory of Oxon Hill  Manor, in 1727,
slavery and tobactco were well established in Maryland. The
inventory listed three indentuwred servants, whereas none
appeared in the 17635 or 1775 documents. Combined with the
growing rnumber of slave Ehildrem in the }nventaries,
especially in 1775, the abserce of servants after 1727
follows the pattern of decreasing servants and increasing
native—-born slaves as the eighteenth century progressed.
The 1773 inventory also demonstrates a greater capacity for
self-sufficiency at the estate. This can be seen in the
expansian Dflspecialized workers, from two carpenters and
coopers and one gardener in 1727, to two carpenteré in 17695,
tc a shoeméker, a carter, a ganEﬂEﬂ, a midwife, three
carpenters, a coachmarn, and a "joiver" in 1775. Recalling
the earlier discussions of eighteenth centuwry economic
trends in Maryland, the ability to retrernch during times of
PO tobaces prices was a defiﬁite advantage of wealdhier
planters. *

Frecise land use patterns at Oxon Hill Manor canncot be

determined fram the documentation. Except for 1727, when no




hogs were listed, the estate raised cattle, horses, sheep,
and hogs. In 1765 rnone of the 66 sheep were kept at the
Great House. The declire in total cattle from 289 in 17287
to 90 in 1765 and 94 in 1779 indicates a decline in  their
importance. It may also reveal greater diversification,
sirte wheat appears in only the 1765 and 1775 inventories.

With such large rumbers of slaves listed at the manor house,

r

CE23 An 1727, 24 in 1763, and 60 in 1773, it can be assumed
that quarters were located near the house. Typical slave
quarters would have included garden patches and, possibly,
animal compounds. The mansion itself would have had some
kivd of animal compounds and stables, especially for  Thaomas
Addison’s coach horses in 1775, Housing for the omnipresent
poultry would also be necessary (MHR, Inventories, 1727,
1765, 1775). |

The Best indication of eighteenth century land use and
labor  patterns derives from th court cases and . an
associated plat of Oxorn Hill Manor from 1785. The following
discussion of the court proceedings and the plat sheds light
o coccocuparncy battevns, leasing arrangements, estate
maragement, land use, and slavery at Oxon Hill Marnor from

1776 tao 1793.




In 1775, orne year after Oxonm o Hill Marnor had been
bequeathed by Thomas Addison tao his five-year ald san,

Walter Dulany Addiscon, the estate leased approximately 100

et

ol
acres to John Clifford. The trustees of the estate, L k ( :
l

THamas’s brother John Addiscorn and Overton  Carr leased &

acres of land at the ferry site along Creek and
cpposite Alexandria (Bee Figure 6), along with approximately
&1 additional acres, for a taotal of about 100 acres; The
entire 100-acre Ilease .avea cantained a ferry house, a
?ishing house, and a‘ fishery, although the documentation
does rnot indicate their exact locétioﬂ. The 1775 deed refers
to the leasehold, costing %}EO armuvally, as a "plarntation."
"The lease provided for some cutting of waod on the rented
land and it was to run for a term of 11 years. The presence

of John Clifford at the ferry site explains the subsequent

references in other deeds to "Clifford’s Ferry" on the Oxan

Hill Marcor praoperty (MHR, Land Records, E6Zy . Dec.

26, 1773; MHR, Chancery Fapers, 128, 1784-178%5). In 178&

Momica Cliffoord, probably John’s wife, received a licerse to

- operate a tavern at "Addison's Ferry. ! Gray Douglas was

éﬁpvﬁi"‘

o

awarded the same licernse in 1788 (Van Hari% 1975/1 ppr—/>x<?

184~185, 204-205).

In 1776 Rebecca Rddiscon, Thomas®'s widow, granted power

of attorrney to her  brother—in—-law, John Addison, and to

Overton Carr. Iri her arrangement with Addison and Carr she

~
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empowered them to collect all rents, to sell her livestock

and craps at the appropriate times, and to contract for the
crops to be grown on her "several plantations” in ﬁrince
Gearge’s County (MHR, Land Records, CC%» . 268, Decf’ 11,
1776). Also in 1776, John Addiscrn leased "Hart Fark," a 618
acre tract of Oxorn Hill Marnor, as his brother had requested
iv his 1774 will. John appears td have awaited the death of
their mother, Susarma Addison, who had been living at Hart
Fark whern Thomas died in 1774. Jaohr was to pay only O
per year for the lease, which was to run for 16 years (to
1732) (MHS, Land Records, CC%{:p\ 30z, Sept. 16, 1776).
Rebecca Qddiéan cwrned a total of 96 slaves in pPiﬂCé/
Gecrge’s County in 1776, 67 at the Oxon Hill Manor house and
23 at "Mrs. Addison’s Quarter” {location urnknown-—-next to
her brathér—in—law, Anthony Addisaon). She was one of the
largest slaveholders on thé Potomac  River side of Frince
George’s Courty, the area irncluded in the 1776 census (the
Patuxernt River side of the county was not included)
(Bwumbaug?( 191%/:VD1. 1. .
Shertly after Rebecca Addison’s second marriage to
Thomas Hawkins Hansonm in 1778, she and her new husband
iﬂitiatéd legal proceedirngs against the estate. The suit
noted that Rebecca had never been assigrned her dower, a

cre-third share of all persoral and real property owned by

her late husband, to which she was legally entitled. The
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proceedings indicated that her children were living with and
being cared for by her and her husband, arnd that she was
deriving some income fraom the Oxen Hill estate to cover
these expenses. The court appointed John Addiscr to act as

guardian for the children in this case, and in his testimaony

John declared that the estate was earming little or no

profits. Rebecca and Thomas Harnson explained that the lack
of profitability of the estate was, in fact, the main reason

fors their suit. John Addison raised no abjection to  the

request for the formalized dower, and in 1783 Addison
reighbors Herry Rozer and Leonard Marﬁury awarded Rebecca
Harnsorn 828 acres aof the estate, including the house (See—/’ ;X&
Figure &) {(MHR, Chancery Faper 138, 1784-85).

The estate which Rebecca;s sor,; Walter Dulany Qddison;
had ivherited in 1774, totaled 3,663 aéwes (See— Figure 95).
At some point before 1782 John Addison was given 1cmf?§;ur &://
acres, thereby reducing Oxor Hill Marnor to 3,563.134//acres, N<//
Walter had also received 54 acres of "Force,'" bringing his

5

total estate to 3,616 L4 acres. The 828 acre dower was 1)(
cansidered by Rozer and Mérbuwy to be ore—third the value of
Walter'’s 3,616:?¢Vf/;;res (MHR, Charcery Records 1%/3¢\‘ 516,
May 20, 178Z; MHR, Cﬁancery Faper, 128, 1784-178%5). Rebecca
also received one-third shares, by value, of the estates of

/
two of her other soms —-John and Thomas Addisorn-— as wellbas />\

N + :
(jﬁé armually from thea(}EQ per year lease to Johwn Clifford. >K<'




Sirnce the 39-acre ferry site rented by Clifford ' was not

included in the dower (28e Figure €), Clifford's other 61

acres must have been irn the dower area for the arbitrators
to have granted Rebecca part of the anrnual rent.

In 1784-1785 the estate became embroiled in a more
serious lepal battle when Overtorn Carr, now  Walter Dulany
Addison’s guardian, charged the Hanmsons and their tenants
(Leonard Marbury and Nicholas Lowe) with "waste and
destructicn” of the wonded areas of Oxon Hill ﬁaﬁor. Figure
& (dotted lines) indicates that the Hansons were leasing
most of the 828-acre dower by this time. The leases
included: 35 acres of cieared land and five acres of the
147‘2>é/;cre wooded unit {Nw area) to Nicholas Lowes an J(/
unspecifigd "small" acreapge to a Mr. Edelen; about &1 acres
to Johwn Ciiffard {part of the 100 acres he leased in 1773);
avid 58’%3ﬂ/;cres of woodland plus approximately 930 acres, \(/
including the 8%9-acre "cleared hills . . « house, garden,
archards and land not arable, " to Leonard Mawbﬁry. The 5835')<;
iZﬁ>ﬂCre figure writtern in the legal proceedings may be 9aﬂ
incorrect figure which should have beern 580 or 588‘21/4//”//
ACT 5. This suggestion is baséd cn the fact thaé the
Harsorns reserved only about 200 acres ~< the "ashen swamp" )(
areas —«of the 828-acre tract for their own use, leaving 628 4\>L
acres leased. If the figure was 580:i24/§eres, the '"small"

part leased to Mr, Edelen may have beern about eight acres.
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The leasing situation is made more camplicated, however, by
the fact that about 61 acres wére rented -ta Jahr  Cliffeord
(the 339-acre fe%ry site was not part of the dower).

To summarize, by 1785 the Harscns were leasing about
628 acres of the 828-acre dower to at  least fouwr persons:
Leuﬁard‘ Marbury, Nicholas Lﬁwe, M. Edelem, and John
Clifford. Although the acreages are not cértain, Lecrnard
Marbury was renting the ménaw house and possibly a total of
aover S00 acres. If rot, then substantial acreapge was beinng
rented to wmamed tenants. Statements by Castle (1957) and
Stoeckel (lgﬁeﬁ'p\ 1) fhat the Oxore Hill Manor house was
rented to  Nathamiel Washington, a relative of George
Washingtaon, from 17835 o~ 1787 to 1792, appear to be
imcorrect. The leasing situation on Walter Dulaﬁy Addison’s

2% . 2%
lands, the remaining 2,734 174 acres (3,563"}/ﬂ/-minu5 the
a8z8 acre.dawer), is rnot known for this periﬁd. | A careful
examination of land records  for Frince George’'s County
revealed no leasing information on Walter Dﬁlany Addiscrn for
these years.

Marbury’s pwinciﬁal use of the leased land was
apparently to grow tobacco. He and Nicholas Lowe gaf inta
difficulty with Overton Carr because they were timbering.
their lands and selling the wood for  income (Walter would
imherit the land on the death of his mother). Marbur? and

Hanson defended this action as necessary to open up  fresh
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ground for tobacco crops, owing to the fact that currently
cleared land was "worn out!  from previcus tobaceco Crops.
Marbury had cleared about eight acres of a ng?}/ﬂ//gcwe
wocded tract adjoining the swamp along the FPotomac River,
and Hanson argued that Marbury would have to contirnue to
clear 11 or 12 acres annually. If not, he asserted, profits
o the dower land would be "exceedingly reduced.” Lowe'ls
lease allowed him to timber crne—third of the five wooded
acres he was renting in each of the first three years of his
five year lease. He had cleared only %;E//;cre by early
1785. |

Marbury and Hanson also justified clearing the land by
pointing to the need for lumber on the estate. They
indicated that a rumber of houses and, buildings reeded
repair, including two tobacco houses, and that the estate
needed a new tobacco house and a good deal of ferncing. They
Aalso warited wood for making hagsheads to transport the cured
tobacco. Marbury*s "overseer and manager, " Larcelot Wade,

testified that 23 walnuts and %de cheziies had been cut
recently on the estate, along with some firewcod near the
manar house. He also indicated that Marbury was employing
17 slaves or his leasehold, five af.whom were rented, and

that Marbury had planted corn and enough acreage to  produce

140 bushels of wheat. Although agreeing -with Marbwy and

Hanson that rew land was rneeded for tobacco, he contradicted




himself by asserting that the land already cleared waould be
adequate if it were properly manuved.

Marbury’s lease did rnot include the “ashen swamp" alaong

the FPotomac River. .Thi? area, and apparently the ‘ashen
(}(n qqe\\\“‘\ oo Qo . O<‘
swanp" along UAZﬁ Creek (Se® Figure &), was the

approximately 200 acres reserved by Hansonm for uses not
specified in thefdmcuments. At least five acres of thé iaﬁd
along the FPotomac was meadow land, and Hanson was planning
to fernce the entire ﬁwémp area. The estate contairvred a
second landing at the scouth end of this swamp, apparently in

&
or near the wooded SOﬂ'l 4  acres adjoining Herry Rozer's
] g

lanas (ST Figure 6). The landing may have been at or near.}<
the mouth of the Susduehanna River (Bge Figures 5 and 60; :xg
Marbury’s lease allowed him to build a ferry house, two
ferry boats, and a granary, and to make other improvements
at the landing. He paid 350 pounds armually for the lease.
'Qlthmugh it was dated September 10, 178?, the lease was to
begin on January 1, 1783. Marbury waé apparently timbering
his lands before 1785, however, since testimony by Herry
Rozer in early 1785 indicéted that Marbury had cut 300 - 400
cords of poplar, white ocak, and aother  trees by this time
(MHR, Chancery Fapers 128, gp2117a4~1755>. éKf
Specific uses df the diwer land are rict spelled out ir
the documents. The 1785 map suggests that the 89 acre unit

arcund the manor house was used for gardens and crchards but
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ot for crops: "the cleared hills, including the house,
garden, crchards and land not  arable. Referernces to
tobacca houses and to the rneed for anm  additicnal- tobacce
house  suggest  that  tobacco  production may have beern
expanding. This assertion is supported by the fact that the
tenants wished to clear additional fresh land for tobacco.
References to wheat acreage and to possibly building a rew
granary indicate some interest in wheat production. The
"overseer and rn.an'uz\g;|(:?r~,‘II Lancelot Wade, referred ta the wneed
for additiconal fercing to enclose crops and pasture. The
documents do not inform us of the extent oaf livestock
holdings at Oxon Hill Manor at this time, but the fewcihg of
pasture indicates that the estate did rnot completely follow
the common practice of allowing livestock to  forage for
food. Presumably, the estate alsc had to have adequate
housing for Marbury's 17 slaves and, passibly, for his
overseer by this time. The fact that Walter Dulaﬁy Rddisor
gradually reduced his Slaveholdingg in the 1790s suggests
that the ocutbuildings listed in & 1798 Federal Tax
RAssessment had been built before Walter maved into the manor
house in 1733,

Lecnard "Luke" Marbury was an average slaveowner in
1776, cowrning 11 slaves. By 1785,‘at age 40, he ocwned 12
slaves but was able to rent five others. Ry 1793-94 he

owrned 28 slaves, although by this date he was no  longer




leasing the manor house at Oxon Hill (MHR, Frince George's
County, Assessment Reca;ds, 1793-94, hereafter cited as MHR,
Assessments). Nicholas Lowe owned eight slaves in 1776,
expanding this total to 18 by 1793-34. Marbury and Lowe
awneQ}%EO andé%46 pettrretss 1n personal property, Péspectively,
in 1793-34, making both of them very well-to-do 1if not
extremely wealthy mer. Zachariah Rerry, who would buy Oxarn
Hill Marce in 1810, ocwred 53 slaves and \£3541 personal
praperty at his estate in Cu{liﬁgtoﬂ Hurndred in 1793-94.
(

Thomas Harson cwned 15 slaves&é}SE total personal pfoperty
in. Piscataway and Hynsorn Hundreds inm  1733-94, although he
may have held additional property elsewhere. The same can
be said for the other pwaﬁerty owners mentioned here (MHR,
Assessment, 1793-94).

Eefore summarizing the discussion of land use and labor
patterns at Oxon Hill Manmor, a fimal word regarding
accupancy at the estate after 1774 is in  ocrder. Available
records suggest that Rebecca Addison operated the estate
through her brother—irn—-1law, Johrn Addisaon, and Overtornn Carr
until her marriage to Thomas Hawkins Harson in  1778.
Letters fram "Oxon Hill" in 1781 and 17828 and the legal
proceedings after 1778 confirm Rebecca’s presernce at the
estate, although é 1788 letter from Rebecca to her brather,
Walter Dulany, refervring to the death of the old gardener,

Mr. Oldrey, would seem to contradict the data on  leasing
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(Murrazx 189?/:99~ 56, 72, MHR, Addisorn Family PFapers). It >><:i
seemns certain that. they cccupied the estate until at least
1783, the year$ in which Hanson's uncle, Jahr Hansun,t%(L
president of the Continental Congress of the Urnited States
under ﬁhe Mirticles of Confederation since 1781, died af Ox o

Hill. * Hansorn had come to Oxon Hill for rest and seclusion,
according to Newman (1943,i?( o56) . . /Xi\\

Members of the Johrn Hanson Society have explored the
possibility that Hansorn was buried at Oxon Hill, either in
the Addisorn cemetery or in a mauscleum rnear the house. This
has not beern determined, and interested readers can consult
the society or the files of the Maryland Historical Trust inm
Armapclis  for additional informaticon (Oxon Hill  Marnar,
Maryland Higstorical Trust, Armapolis; Library of Congress,
Miscellanecus Manuscript Collection, Mariuseript Divisian,
1892 Typescript on John Hanson by  J. Thomas Scharf). A
firal sidelight or the John Hanson relaticonship to Oxon Hill
Marnor is the fact that his wife, Jane Contee Harnson, was the
great gwanddaughtéw of Colonel John Addison, via a route
begun by his marriage to Rebecca Denmt in 1677 (Stoecke?(:>x<
19555{;..9-./ 24) .,

Available informaticn on land use and labor at  Oxon
Hill Manovﬁpermits little more thanm a gerneral understanding.

Tobacco was the cash crop. Slaves were numercus at least

until 1776, but their rumber at the manor house appears to
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have declirned when Marbury rented " the prop?rty in 1785,
Whereas Thamas RAddisow had 60 slaves at the house in 1775
and Rebecca Addison &7 in 1776, Marbury ocwned onmly 18 and
rented five in 1785. Since Thomas Harnson owned only 15
slaves in 1793, the fate "of Rebecca Hanson's 16  slaves
listed in the 1776 census is unclear. Tenants at the estate
athew.thaﬂ Marbury ocwned slaves, but it is imbwabable that
they were housed near the site area. The 1790 census lists
Walter Dulany Addison as the cwner of 20 . slaves, but the
location of the slaves is rot indicated. Sirnce Addisorn was
rat living at Oxom Hill in 1790 it is again improbable that

his slaves woculd have been there (1790 Cernsus, Maryland).
C. MARYLAND SINCE THE AMERICAN REVOLUTION
Introduction

In sharp contrast ta the depth of research on colonial
Maryland, the history of Maryland since the Revolution
remains somewhat superficial. ‘ Historians must rely on
QEheral studies by Craven (1965),'Gray (1941), Walsh and Fox
(1974) and varioué cthers for anm understanding of trends in
social, econcmic, and political history. Apart - from
excellent studies of BRaltimore, crily  the wofks af Marks

(1973) o 5t. Mary’s Cournty and  MeCauley (19733 1977) oan

j2e)
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Frince George's Caﬁhty explore basic social and economic
themes in any depth. ~ Consequently, establishing a
contextual framework for the evolutiﬁﬂ af  Oxornn Hill  Manor
after the Revalutiﬁn has required a good déai of  primary
analysis of one aof the more valuable and accessible souwrces:
the census records. This chapter of%evs a general
evaluaticon of social and ecoromic trernds in Maryland sirnce
the Revaoluticn, followed by & more in-depth analysis of
PFrince George's County and of the Oxor Hill Manor site and
bregian. Census data on population, Slévery, and agriculture
has been used to examine demographic trends, slavehalding
and other labor patterns, the econamnic and sacial
consequences of emancipation, and charnges in agricultural

systems.
Declire and Adjustment, 17831860

iI. Agricultuwe

fAgricultural trends in antebellum Maryland remain
obscure, in part owing to the difficulty of measuring
agricultural change before the 1840 federal census. The

basic historical intérpretatian of  the pericd from the
Revalution until the Civil War follows Craven and Gray,

although some of the more recent scholarship has  begun to
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challenge their gerneralizations. Contemporary chservers and
the older historians described Maryland agriculture as
declining, or at best stagrating, through most of the period
. from the Revaluticonm to 1840, Froblems coreated by the
Revolution, Jefferson’®s embargo of 1807-1809, the War of
1812, the depression of 18191822, and the later Fanic of
1837 all contributed to an unstable, urcertain produciﬂg\aﬂd
marketing envirorment. Foorly developed transportaticon, at
least until the 1830s, isolated farmers in Fiedmont and
Western Maryland, the Hessian fly often devastated wheat
crops, and poor farming methods exhausted the scil and
lowered yields. Not until the 1830s and especially the
1840s did agricultural reform, improved transportation, arnd
higher staple prices gernerate a revival of the agricultural
econcmy. By 18eqéggﬁéggfﬁgfﬁﬁff§§5§;5mawyland farming was
impraving and grawing rapidly (CPaVEj/ 196?/: pp— 3E8-120;
Graiyrigéa/:Volsﬁ 1 and 2, pas;im; Gatei/ 1960 P 15,
100-107; Mitchell and Mullei/ 1973/3 PP 23-29; . DiLisis/
198%7;99. 146-147 Gutheig/ 194?/: s 104-139; Walsh and
Foxy 19744, 176-209).
. /y //,Eﬁ—m
Ferhaps rnone of the obstacles to agricultural growth

has received the attentiom afforded soil exhaust iaon, the

factor stressed most strongly in Craven’s classic study}JduuﬂVJ

erevlml\{ s
CR%ifn argued that continuous

lamting «f taba

o ountil he

sailkqi? exhausted _had, sirce the alonial  perio ruine

N




/

1and and Virginia.

Tidewater Mar

farmers typicall tobacco o a given ack e for thCEE//
o four yearps, carr or wheat arie o iﬁg//;;;;Sa
the area, Urnlike their Eurcopeén

counterparts, American farmers failed to manwre or ctherwise
fertilize the soil, to utilize deep or contour plowing, tao
follow crop rotation systems, oy to éstablish hedgerows.
Under frontier conditions such  behavice made short-run
economic sense, but population growth in the Tidewater area
had drastically reduced available lands —— evernn before the
American Revolutiorn. Not until 1820, and especialiy after
1840, according  to Cvaven{ did PAmerican farmers adaopt
productive agricultuwal.methods (Craven 196?/:ppv 32~-110).
As the obstacles to agricultural change listed earlier
Q&uld indicate, soil exhaustion and population pressure were
anly part of the story. Tobaceo prices, for example, tended
to  be chronically low before 1850, despite occasionai
short—-term rises such as during the few years after the War
aof 1812 ¥Gra¥[ 1943/:Va1. %/:ﬁr\765; Mark?/ 197%/,:pr. &6).
Fluctuations before 1776 tended to be extreme, but prices
generally rose. The bottom fell out, however, iﬁ the early
1770s. Prices.Fell rapidly fram 1771 to 1775, creating so
much distress in the tobacco areas of Maryland and Virginia

that Jacob Price believes low prices may have contributed to

Pevolufianary discontent (pricif' 1980, wpo 128--137).




According to Walsh anmd  Fox, soi1l  exhaustion, debts, and
cother problems were so severe for Maryland tobacco planters

by 1776 that "...only a hahdful’of planters made' any money
from  tobaccol " Late eighteenth century planters began
canverting to wheat, althdugh not in southern Maryland, and

the larger planters turned ineveasingiy to. money—-lending and
Aleasiﬂg te terants in order to maintain incomes (Walsk and

Foxy 19747 81; Gra 1941y:,, 407). Orne historian notes
. / /‘15\ ; y// /.‘P\ x
that the difficult times irn the late eighteenth’ century
enharnced the roxle of Potomac fisheries. They were becaoming

"of considerable commercial importance, ¥ he declared, "and

arn evern more sigrnificant souwrece of  income to the waning
tobacca plantations alomg the river” (Guthei@/ 1943/:'ﬁﬁ7 '/><
104-159)

The American Revaluticown: disrupted Mawyland;s
agricultwral economy, but in a marmmer rnot well understood by
historians. Flanters lost ;slaves, loyalists lost  their
praoperty and all farmers enduwred inflation and wartime
taxes. whéat prices rose because of the greater demand for
foodstuffs, encmuraging many fFarmers to cornvert to wheat.
Wheat pradﬁction clearly expanded in Western Maryland, but
the trend on the Western Shore is naot clear. Joseph Scott,
ar -:-Bser*ver* im 1807, rioticed some decline in tobacco
praduction in favor of wheat on the Western Share‘ (Scutg/ ;yi

g

18@3{19ﬁ~ 47-435), and Bayly Marks confirms this stronmg  tend
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forr Bt. Mary?s County (1979). @2;B5L~Tnpar

@LSC&SSEH/T;;;::

The impact on Maryland’s tobacco industry of the
abolition of the French tobaceoo moropoly in 1732 is not yet
understood, although the demand for American foodstuffs was
expanded by the Frencg Revalutianl(Gra;/ 1945;:Val. %/1 PP
60z, &03). Gray argues that the late eighteenth and early
nineteenth century witressed a gereral trend away fram
staples toward more gereral farming. He notes that the
abalition of primcgeniture, entail, and quitrents served to
commercialize land and to gererate waves of speculation
between 1783-1800, 1812-1819, and 1830-1837. Many planters
sold their plantations, their slaves, o both, o Simply
pulled out and migrated west (Grai/ 194&,: Vel %/:-pé‘
613-647, 752-775, . 308-918).

The tobacco staple clearly last much cf _ its
celomial-period predominance after 1783, but its decline
varied from region to regiorn. In general, tobaccoa
praduction moved away from the old Tidewater areas of
Maryland and Virginia toward ’piedmont Virginig& and North
Caralina, and toward newly-opening states such as Hentucky.
PFlanting on fresh lands produced yields too high for most of
the older areas to compete against (Gray/ 1941/:V01. %/g R~ K;Q\\
108~-118; Rabert/’193§4upp. 15-31).

Poaor prices, Western competition, soil exhaustiaon, and
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the Americarn Revolution were rnot the only factors disrupting

Maryland's agricultural economy. During Jefferson’s embargo
of 18071809, Maryland exports fell fraom $14 milliowm
arnrmually to $2 million, rigsing to conly $6 millicon  from
1809~181&8. The British blockade aof the Chesapeake saw
exparts fé}ﬁ te $3 million in 1813 and to 200, 000 in 1814, ’;X<
Any gains after the war were limited by the ravages of the
Hessian fly and by the severe depressiorn of 1819-1822.
Inadequate transportation limited access to markets amd lack
of capital hindered reform (Walsh and: FD;/ 197;1: ;&ﬁ")k{
176-209) .

Historians geverally agree that Maryland's agricultural
ecancmy was "stagrnanmt, if not regressive" at least iﬁta the
1820g. Travelers and octher observers cornsistently reported

o the dreary, depressed, descolate appearance of the rural
| Aulfor
Tidewater areas (Gate?/ 1963/;;& %3 Mitchell and ?mw%a?/ £X<

1973, epe 23~243 Walsh and r—'c.x/) 1974y pp- 185-186).  Mary of
the rivers and creeks had silted up, forcing Maryland river
towns like FPiscataway and Hladensbuﬁg into severe ‘decline
(Scotz/ 1807, g~ 1&7—1EBé Repi/ 1975%2pg_243{. Most of theyé><:
alder areas of Marylanmd and Virginia witrnessed serious
emigration of white residents, and saome lost slaves as well.
Maryland’s population grew by only 12%,000 from 1730 to
1830, and Raltimore accauntéd foor 33 percent of thét. The

pepulation of  Southern Maryland barely remained stable
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during those years, losimng over 6,000 whites but gaiming in
atol.
slaves (Mitchell and Mulle:/ 197%{!9«'85; Nethertm?/ 1978/

PP 161-165, 262-270; L_.:.W/ 1951, : ppe  122-125; Str*icklarud//

17344,z 49) .

Within this decline, however, arase a strong
agricultural reform mavemeht. Although this movement has
beern well studied by historians, the .overwhelmihg
orientation of research has been on the organization and
intellectual aspects of reform, not on the practical impact
of reform ideas. Rather than examining agriculture per se,
these historians 'have traced the movement back to the
founding fathers—--Washingtorn,  Jefferson, and Madison i
especially—-—and have greatly praised their efforts and thgse
of nirneteenth century reformers such as Edmund Ruffin, Jaohr
Taylor, Johrnn Hartwell Cocke, ' and others (Cravev/ 1963/3
passim; Gates 196?/;107~110; Gra%/ 194%/3 Vals. 1  and %/’
passim; Hernéﬁc/ 197%/: =y = 394-406; habevg/ 193%/¢
15-3135 Wiser 196€/:passim; Niseiy 196%/:pp: 105-138) .

While these works are infurmative and valuable, they do
ot provide much assistance in owr efforts to understanmd how
planters and farmers responded to the difficulties of the
vyears before 1840, Which aof the many obstacles may have
beern predominant is uncertain, as is the interaction among

them aver time. Fram calomial studies of the Eastern Shore

and of All Hallow's Parish, it is evident that planters were
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flexible irn substituting wheat for  tobacco when prices
deélined. After the Revolution, tobacca appears to  have
lost its domirnance, but years of high prices probably
encouraged renewed planting. As will be seen later, we do
have some data on trends iﬁ Frince Georpge's and St. Mary’s
cauﬁties. In gereral, however, it is clear that the greater
econamic growth  before 1840 occcurred in the grain  and
livestack areas of Néstern Maryland and around Baltimore,
where ircreased -dairying, hayirng, and market gardening
spurred agricultural expansion., Until 1830, however, the
gereral agricultural ecancomy remained stagriant (Mitchell and
Mullec( 197?(:y( Eé).

Juét as mast historians accept the notion of a gerneral
agricultural decline from 1783 +to 1830-1840, they - accept
Craven's and cthers’® assertions that Maryland experienced an

S econamic renewal betweern 1830 and the Civil War. The
agricultural reform movement launched Ey wealthy planters in
the eighteenth century, the argument goes, slowly spread - to
smaller farmers arnd, combined with improved transportation,
population growth, higher prices, industrial expansion, and
view markets, regenerated Maryland’s lorg—suffering
agricultural economy. There seems little reason to dispute
this interpretation. Table S reveals the rapid growth in
agricultural production in Maryland after 1840, although the

greatest gains ocowrred in the 18350s. The year 18350 marked
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the firast comprehensive collection of agricultural
statistics. More enlightening for this PEPOPt,‘hDWEVEﬂ, is.
to establish, first, the regional variations in agricultural
growth in Maryland before the Civil War and, second, the
foorm that growth tock in Prince George's Ccuﬂfy and in  the
"Oxornm Hill Marnor area. This section examine§7 the first
topic. The second wil} he studied in a later section.

while accepting the long-standing gerneral thesis of an
agricultural revival after 1830 or 1840, historians more
recently are madifying this intewpretatiaﬂ by pointing te
regional variations. By mid-century, the rewer works argue,
pragress  in Maryland economic life had had a clearly
differential impact in tHe state and had pwaduced‘ four
distinctive regiaﬂé. Northwesterrn, or Western Maryland, had
advanced most rapidly. Eight counties, including Raltimore
County, produced half of the state’s wheat and one-third of
its corn and ocats. A typicai Western Maryland farmer I.’was
worth more, produced aare, and used more agricultural

maéhiﬂery per acre" tharn his counterparts in other parts of
the state (Bakeﬁ% 1973!39\ a). ‘Dutside Raltimore, Western
Maryland benefited most from transportation improvements.
Most significant were £he Chesapeake and Ohic Carnal and the
EBaltimore and Ohio Railrcad, both of ‘which began

construction in 1828. By the 1840s Western Maryland was

conrected to Baltimore, thereby opening markets rnot omly for

W
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its agricultuwral products, but alsoc for cocal and  iron. By
1860, Western Maryland attracted 42 percent of the state's
investment capital and produced orne—-thivrd of Méwyland’s
industrial  output (Bakei% 197%(:p% %&; FriiﬁK 1968ﬁx Y PP
148-149; Evittsx 1974X:pﬁ, 5-75 Walsh and FD%K 197%#1 fPR—
188~-189, =Z12-218; Gategx lgeqxtppr 107-115).

Superseding the growth of Western Maryland was the city
of Baltimore. From a small but growing toww of 7,000 in
1776, Baltimore had expanded to 15,000 by 1795, making it
the nation’s fifth largest city, to 31,3500 by 1800, and to
170, 000 b; 1850 (Reps 197%/\pﬁ\ 2811955 DiLisiLyr197€/i B
147). Tobaceon exports spurred Baltimore's growth in the
1790s, but wheat and flowr came to dominate in the
nineteenth century. " The Chesapeake and tho Canal and the
Baltimore and Ohio Rai lroad, along with additional
transpoartation liﬂkg to Washington, D.C., Delaware) and the
rnortheastern cftie%J madg Baltimore one of the nation’s
predominant ports by 1860. Industrial growth matched
agricultural improvement. By 1860 RBaltimore had over 1,100
industrial establishments employing over 20,000 workers,
many of them the rew Ewropean immigrants. The riew
population in the city alsoc gernerated a heavy demand for
foodstuffs, and dairying, crehard production and  truck

farming sprang up arocund the city after 1830 (Bakep{ 197%{1

—pp— 11-18;5 Dilisicy 1979, ppr 146-151; Mitchell arnd Muller)(

33



197?{;;*#’ £5-383 Friiﬁ%-1968a PR, 17-23; Rep%/ 197%/"pﬁr‘
148-149; Evitti/ 197%/;pp7 S-73 Erawnif 1989,1passim; Walsh
ard F07{ 197%/:9&7 188-189, ziz2-218).

A third region, the Eastern Shore, experienced
significantly less ecorcomic change. Fopulation grew little
or not at all in the area, and by 1830 no town’ exceeded

, QOO persons. The hame of Maryland's least prospercous

H

farmers, the Easterwn Shore produced vegetables, fruits, and
grains for expart, but tended toward a self-conscious
iscolationism which gave way to accagianél threats to secede
frqm the.state. Neither commerce rnor  industry experienced
signifiéaht growth om the Eastern Shore béfﬁre the Civil War
(Baker 1973/1??; 9-10).

Occupying an intermediary positiod between the stagrnant
Eastern Share and the dynamic areas of Baltimore and Western
Maryland, Scuthern Maryland experienced  some agricultural
revival withiv the traditional tobacco-dominated economny.
The érea maintaived a slaveholding and rural orientation,
although tobaceo appears to have yielded some ground to
wheat and cother crops within certain supregiﬁns. The
charnges within Frince Geofge’s and-St. Mary’s counties will
be examined later. In gereral; however, the old plantation
stereotype'of "extensive fields worked by slaves, scattered
stately homes, and the domirnance of the land by aore

family..." was prevalent encugh to allow parts of Southern
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Maryland to "be mistakern for the deep South black belt"
(EVitt?# 19744 . 9). Tables & and 7 reveal the extent fo
which slavery persisted in Southern Maryland by comparing
Marylaﬂd,b the South and regions of the 8South, Scouth
Dawoliﬂa,.and the five counties of Southerrn Maryland between
1790 and 1860.

Slavehﬁlding in Saﬁthern Maryland was stable o

increased among the counties, while falling precipitously in

the state as a whole. Slavery as a percentage of total

population was almost as high in Frince George's County as

in Scuth  Caralina. Slavehalding irn Charles County was

higher tharn in South Caralina, although the data does not
measure county~1evel differentials in Scouth Carclina. In
1860, Scuthern Maryland held only sever percent of
Maryland®s white population and almost h;lf of its slaves.
Most slaves produced tobacco, although some were engaged in
raising wheat, corn, aats,land cother crops (Bakec/ 1973{;ppr >K<
11). While economic growth may have lifted same Pegions out
of their doldrums, the area as a whole apparently presented
the image of "a colonmial woorld grown old  and  begirming to
decay." Referring to Anmapolis, a town of only 3,011
persons in 1850, a Maryland editor wrote in 1854 that the
city, "which was in by-gorne days the seat of fashiorm of the

Urnior, has degernerated into one of the most dreary, cduell,

and monotoncous places on earth® (EVittix 1974y e F-10) . >><?




S Slavery

fls Tahle & irndicates, slavery declined ig Maryland, as
in the Border States or Upper South gernerally, while it rose
iy the Loawer South. This can be explaired in part by the
gerneral trend in the Upper South toward more mixed farming,
as a combirnation of tobacco, wheat, corn, grains, hay, hemp —
and livestock replaced tobacceo alone as the dominant orop.
Farms tended to shrink in size and free wage labor
increasingly replaced slave labor. By caﬂtragt, the Lower
Scouth ternded to emphasize staple—crop producticon for export,
usually cotton, r1ce, or sugar.  Croaps were raised by large
garngs of slaves arn large plantations (Mltchel%K 197ﬁ%’ {*k-ﬂﬁxiﬁ
740-742) .

The asscociation between mixed fsrmihg, small farms, and
free, usually white, wage 1abmr, and betweern staple-crop

production, plantatiorns anmd slave labor is an essentially

accuwrate generalizationm on the basic characteristiés o f
antebellum agriculture in the South. Recent research,
however, cautions against averly-simplified applicatiocon of ~>

this generalization. Im an excellent study of agr;ﬁﬂiii:f_/le//
in 8t. Mary's Cournty, Scuthern Marylahd,<Bay1y Mark% points
cut that tebacco began tco give way to wheat as the county's

/

cash crop immediately following the American Revalution. Ry
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1730, wheat was already seen as "an alternative o

supplemental orop to  tobacco (Marks 1979)." Dwin to
: "X Q

relatively better wheat prices thanm tobacco prices and to
the all~-important growing Baltimore markét, St.MaPY’S County
was able to convert much of its taobacco production to wheat.
The expansicn of wheat, howevery, did wnot occeour evenly
throughout the county. Rather, wheat was grown where soils
were apprapriate. Ry 1840 the county demonstrated
substantial regional variations in thé domirnance of tobacco
or wheat, although tobacco still predamiﬂated over wheat in

the county as a whale.

Equally important to our undevstandihg' of ‘antebellum
agriculture was the fact that the increased emphasis on
wheat did rot diminish the importance of slavery in  St.
Mary's C&unty. In the First District of the county, where
wheat production was highest, 88 percent of all farmers
awred slaves. The district average slaveholding was six
slaves, the same as in the tobacco-dominant Fourth and Fifth
Districts (Mark%x 1973Xﬂp_ 153). Tobaceco planters held the
largest rumbers of slaves, although slave ownership tended
to decline more rapidly among small taobacco prmducews- tham
amorng  small  wheat producers. In fact, among tenants,
tobacco praducers rarely owned or hired slaves while wheat
producers commonly owned or  hired slave labor. By 1840

fewer taobacco farmers thar wheat farmers ocowned slaves. The
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conversion to wheaf, Marks asserts, aided the perpetuation
of slavery in the county (Mark%x_197%(:ppv S49-250, 419).
Marks alsc helps to clarify the impact of migration om
the agricultural ecornamy and on the racial distributicon of
pmpulagian. The emigration of whites, dominated by poor
tenants, coutpaced the emigraticon of slaves. Although slaves
as a percentage of total populaticorn remained roughly stable,
the proportion of households owning slaves increased to 60
percent by 1840. Slaves, land, arnd other forms of wealth,
however, be&ame ircreasingly concentrated over time. Ry
1840, for example, &6 percent of all householders were
tenants. Most were corncentrated in  the taobacco areas,
although tewnarcy was | cammear throughout the county.
L.andowrners were pushing up rents, slaves were becoming
increasingly expensive, and tobacco area  tenants were

experiencing sericus dowrnward mobility (Markif 197%x\.ppr

i

257273, 359-387).

In & comparable study of Orarnge and Greerne counties in
Fiedmont, Virginia, John Schlaotterbeck finds trends similar
to 5t. Mary?s County. He indicates that these counties " had
begun to diversify toward wheat as early as the 1720s, and
that by 17&0 wheat‘had become an important secondary staple.
While suffering mast of the difficulties o f
post—-Revalutionary agriculture, the two counties adapted to

economic recession by diversifying even further and by

28




focusing on the local excharnge of suwrplus rather than on
expart to urban cw foreign markets. Ry 1815, the author
continues, "mixed farming, characterized by a wide variety

of orops and marketable products, self-sufficiency in  food

production, " and some home manufacturing was the dominant

..

agriculfural system in the counties (Schlatterbeci/ 1983/

Pr—4, 38-62, 160-168).

As  in St. Mary®'s County, moreaverr, agricultural
diversification did nrot  preclude the perpetuation o f
slavery. In Orarnge County, for example, the percerntage of

20

households cwning slaves increased so that by 1830 sevesty :X</
percent of all hcouseholds cowned slaves. While tenarcy was

’ ' & %
less caommornn here than along the Virginia Tidewater——17

A A

percent of huuseholdé%;ﬁbout 40  percent of ternants owned i>(
slaves, The farm workforce was approximately 735 percent
slave (Schlattewbec%/ 1980y pp. &3-65, 185-188). As i St.:><:
Mary’s County, the perpetuatiorn of slavery within a more
diversified agricultuwre depernded greatly on the bhiring out
of slaves during low—activity periads. Farmers hired slaves
by excharnging them during harvest and cther active pericds,
and slaveowners frequently hired slaves to nearby industrial
ar transportation  operations. . Blavery, Schlatterbeck
concludes, adapted to the new agricultural ecornomy of the
regicn during a pericd of general stagnation. Although not

proaviding details, he does suggest that slavery declired
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after 18350 when transportaticon and other improvements began
to alter the lacalized economy of @ the 1790-1850 pericod
(Schlatterbecﬁx 198?{:;*ﬂ‘189—198, 301-312).

Both Marks and Schlotterbeck offer well-researched case
studies of regiconal agricultural charnge from the Revolution
urntil the years before the Civil Nar.' Marks does not take
her study beyond 1840, so the impact Df.agricultural reform
i 8t. Mary’s County is not addressed. Both studies,
hmwgvew, demornstrate that the general .intewpwetatian of
antebellum Southern agricultural trends, while emphasizing
decline énd renewal, the ciase association between staple
crops far expoﬁt and slavery, and the marriage of free labor
and mixed farhing, must be approached @ith éautioh. The
implications of these observations for primcé Georpge’s

County and the Oxon Hill Marnor region will be discussed in

i
the appropriate secticns of the report. —

B Free Blacks.

One of the principal effects of agricultuwral decline o
stagmaticn after the Revolution was a surplus of slaves.
Coupled with the decline in tobacco producticn, the shift
toward greater diversification reduced the size o f
slaveholdings o encouwraged slaveowners .either to sell

slaves or to carry their slaves with them to new lands to
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the West. While slavery adapted to mixed fafming, the
number of slaves tended to decline in many, but nrnot all
areas, or to decline urntil the agricultuwral revival after
1840 permitted slave growth again. In Scuthern Maryland the
white and slave populations declined and irncreased at
varying rates after 1860. Ry 1860 mMince Gecrpe's, Arme
Arundel, and Calverf counties showed small increases in the
white populaticon; Charles and St. Mary's showed declines.
The slave population rose slightly in Calvert and Primce
Gecrge's counties, but decliﬁed in ﬂﬂhe Arundel, Charles,
and 8t. Mary's counties. Table 7 indicates the ret results
of these changes over the periocd from 1790 to 1%60.

While Maryland’s white papulation grew by 114.9 percent
and its slave populaticn declined by 15.4 percent from 1790
to 1860, the population of frée blacks‘ grew dramatically.
Table 8 geveals that the free black population of Maryland
rose from 1,817 in 1755 ta 83,942 by 1860, the latter figure
almast eéualiﬂg the slave population, 87,189, by 1860. In
Sauthern Maryland the free black population grew fraom 1,851
iv 1790 to 10,837 by 1860, én irncrease of 485.5 percent.
For the state as a whole the increase from 1790 to 1é€0 was
943.7 percent, from 8,043 to 83,342. By 1860 free blacks
made up 1&.1 percent of the populafimn of Scouthern Maryland
and 12.2 percent of pnpulation of the state.-‘ Clearly, the

state as a whole had caught up to southern Maryland over the

.



YEArS., Most of the growth occurred in Baltimore, where the
free black population grew from 927 in 1790 to =59, 311 by
1860, am increase of over 3,000 percent, In fact, Baltimuré
housed 35.6 percent of the entire free black papﬁlatiah in

1860 (Buwreauw of the Census, Department of Cammevcix. 1870c:

1921

¥
{

&-373 Wripght e 88).

—

//:”,__;;e population of free blacks grew dramatically. ?able

8 PeQeals that the free black population of Maryland rose
from 1,817 ivi 1735 to 83,942 by 1860, .the atter figure
almost equaling the slave populaticon, 87, 1839, by 1860. In
Socuthern Maryland the free black piiﬁ}ation grew from 1,851

i 1790 to 10,837 by 1860, an irncrease of 485.5 percemt;

For the state as a whole the inéGrease froam 1790 to 1860 was

943.7 percent, from 8,043 to 83, 942, By 1860 free blacks

made up 12.1 percent of @ population of Southern Maryland

and 1Z.2 percent of pepulation of the state. Clearly, the

state as a whole hxd caught up to Southern Maryland over the

years. Most of/the growth cccurred in Raltimore, where the

free black pfSpulaticrn grew fram 927 in 1730 to 29,311 by

1860, an Arcrease of over 3,000 percert. In fact, BRaltimore

house 5, percent of the entire free black population  in
(Bureauw of the Census, Department of Commerce, 1870c:

Mg, 36-37; Wrighty 1931{¢bw88).

The phercomernal growth of the free black population in

Maryland has not beern adequately explained by historians,
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nor do we have any understanding of the social, economic, or
palitical implications of this phenomerncon. For example, the
sheer number of free blacks in Maryland outstripped its
nearest rival, Virginia, by 83,942 to 58, 042. In Virginia,
however, only 10.6 percent of all blacks were free, compared
to 49.1 percent in Maryland. In North Caralina, which
followed Virginia with 30,463 free black/F?\ the percentage
was only 8.6 percent. While Maryland topped all states in
total free blacks, the proportion of free blacks among all
blacks was actually greater in Delaware, with 77.8 percent,
and in the District of Columbia, with 91.7 percent (Berliﬁx
197?/:;$n 136-137).

The essential characteristics of free black life have
been well researched by historians such as BRerlin (1374),
forr the South gernerally, Franklin (1943), for North

Caralina, and Jackson (1942), for Virginia. Various studies
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of slavery treat free blacks to some extent (Benov253/ 197?4: \§%Jx:

P 398-408). Marks (1979) discusses free blacks in 8t.
Mary's County, Maryland before 1840, but our understanding

of the growth and characteristics of free blacks in Maryland

remains obscure./ﬁtudies of slavery and free blacks in

/ﬁ;;yland by Wright (1921) and Brackett (1889) and on the

District of Columbia by Brown (1972) are unscophisticated and
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superficial compared to the works aof Berlin and others./ —Imnm—
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engr istorians have not studied the reasons for the
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expansicrn—of-the—fred—black™ populaticor v a  eystematic N/

e I

ﬁgﬁﬁggtﬂ The poorer studies ternd to explain its growth as
J—
the result of the popularity of liberal political philosophy
and religious conscience following the American Revolution.
‘Betteﬁ studies expand on these factors to irnclude the fact
that the stagrant or declining econamy éfter 1790_created a
surplus of slaves which owners chose to get rid of by sale
O manutmission., The rate of growth was much greater between
1790 and 1830 tharn afterward, a fact explained by " the
increasing severity of both slavery and restrictions on free
blacks after 1830. Most researchers note that individual
slaveawners freed slaves within a gemérally haostile popular
climate, ever before 1830. Pgrhaps the most famous example
was Robert Carter of Nomini Hall, Virginia. Carter decided
to free 509 slaves, begivming in 1791  and continuwing to
1812, 'Hié déeisimn was very unpopular and severe oriticism
everntually influernced his decision to retire to Baltimore
(Phidip%/ 193?/:$u 286, Guthe i@, 194?/:ﬁu 91). , £>x<\
Urdoubtedly some combivation of moral and economic
factars caused the gerneral expansion of the ‘Free black
pmpulétion after 1730, Only systematic and focused research
will urncover dominant  influences and reveal regional
variations. Walsh aﬂd Fax, for example, point to three

factors influencing Maryland?s peculiar dominance: first,

the less severe manumission regulations in practice. in  the
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state; second, the rapid growth of demand for free labor in
RBaltimores and, third, the well-developed saelf-help
agencies, such as social clubs, benevolent societies, and
the Africarn Methodist Episcopal Church, in Maryland (Walsh
and Foﬁ/ 19744 gp. 231-235). Berlin's fine study makes the
same point about  the phernomerncn  generally, but it also
stresses the importarnce of both moral concermns and  the
economic need to get rid of swplus slaves (Berl?v{ 197€/1 ><f
TE— 30-31, 51-88). The economic argument is strongly
reinforced by the fact that the lfwee black population
cont ailned dispvopart;ohate riumbers of alder adults,
especially wamen; Marks found this to be true in 8t. Mary's
County in 1840 (Marki/ 197%/:p\~439). The ecoromic argumerst ;X:
is also bolstered by the fact that free blacks were
disproportionately represented in the areas of Virginia and

Maryland, where ecoromic difficulties were most  pronounced

(Berli?y 1974 ¢ passimg Gemovasa/ 197¢K:pﬁ‘ 398—405;» WPighyf
19E£/:pa5§im; Marri%/ 194%71 - 385-387; Frankli?/ 1949/2
passim; Bracketgx 1883{1 passimg Browa/ 197%/ -0 H42—-773
Jacksa@y~194€/:pﬁ~ ix—703 Graz{ 19437: Viol. _%,9 P 6163
Papenfuse{ 197%/:pp< 306-307; Mitchell and Mulle;;li???,:

25; Walsh and Faoxy ig?ﬁziﬁﬂ: 219-220) .

4. Antebellum Prirce George’s County




a. Agriculture

Writing for the American Farmer in 1819, the anconymous

"Agricola"” described the impact of tabacco on the lower

counties of the Westerwr Shore:

Dreary and uncultivated waste, a barren and exhausted
sxil, half clothed rnegroes, learn and hungry stack, a
purny race of horses, a scarcity of provender, houses

falling to decay, and ferces wind shaken ard
dilapidated...The cultivation of tobaccos as a sale and
entire crop has brought this scerne  to pass (Rmerican

Farmer, Vol 1, 181?/¢p¢7 28~99).

Tebaceo, he contirnued, "starves the earth by producing
but little litter, and 1t starves its cultivators by
producing. nothing to eat."” The scil becomes "cadaveraous"
and the cultivators "sqgqualid, " Agricola mocaned, all because
the loecal farmers were too "umreflecting, unenterprising"” to
adopt sensible  agricultural practices. Farmers  should
rotate orops, diversify away From tobacco; reduce
slaveholdings, and become more like the model New England
farmers., The Baltimore market for a variety of orops, he

concluded, was ripe for the plucking (American Farmer, Vol

1, 1819y e 98-99, S64-265).

Such was thé cperning shot of the American Farmer's
first issue, published in Baltimore in 1819. It represented
the views of the expanding agricultural reform movement in

the Upper South, as yet uﬂrepPESEﬂtative of the overwhelming
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majority of Scouthern Maryland farmers. The basic
characteristics of agriculture in FPrince OGeorge's County
before 1840 are not clearly understood. Available research
straﬁgly suggests, however, that the county did rot move

toward greater diversification, as in 8t. Mary’s County, but

contivwed its traditional reliance on  tobacco. Without
information on production levels and local marketing
patterns, it is impaésible to determine whether or not

tobacco’s continued dominance may have' coperated within a
diversifying pattern. The county probably retrenched intco
self-sufficiency and local exchawnge, perhaps along the lines
of Orange and Greerne counties inm Virginia dubiﬂg this
periaod, but researchers must expect that the growth of
Washirngtorn, D.C. and Baltimore affected the county as they
clearly would later. Still, the Amnerican Farmer of 1840
cornt irued to'camplain about "the  lethargy and supirnerness
which overwhelm the agriculturalists of old Frivce Georpe’s"”
(McCaulei/ 197?{:9&» 20-21).

Dornald MeCauley, i the only available in—-depth
examination of Prince George's County betweern the Revolution
and the Civil War, calculated that agriculture in the county
did not begin to decline sericusly unmtil about 1790, By
that time population pressure and destructive agricultural
practices caused considerable soil detewiaratiaﬁ. By 1807,

many creeks and navigable rivers, such as the Anacostia,
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were silting up and forcing commercial  ftowns such  as
Fiscataway and Bladernsbwrg into AEcline (Dapenfusi/ 197%/&pr
2693 Scotty 18070 pa. 128~-129;3 McCaulexy/ 1973/% Ppr 38-43).
Amid caﬁstaﬂt complaints of soil exhaustion and agricultural
paverty, migraticr from the county became massive. Frince
George's last 12,299 white residents between 1730 and 1840,
and the white populatiorn in 1840 was &,181 lower thanm in
1790, In 1840 the courty had only 78 males aged 16-2% per
100 females irn the same age group (McCaule%ﬁ 197%;: y=1-9
46-52) .

Within the county, the Fotomac River side was more
advérsely affected thanm the Patuxent River side. Ferhaps
. . . ) 7Mﬁﬁx i : L Jzél\
501l ercosion and exhaustion was were along. the Potomac, ,
causing a more rapid decline in yields. The Patuxent soils
wére rnot only the county’s best tobacco soils, but( the
state's best taobacco soils, and yields may have heid up
better. Rlso, Scaott  points out, Fotomac soils were
ill=-suited to wheat, making diversification less feasible.
The most econcomically stable region af'the caunty was in the
Western Brarch and Collington Hundreds (Election Districts &
and 3, including 7 later), kriown at the time as "the rich
forest lands of Prince Gemwge‘é County™ (éc0t54 180?/% e
i1z McCaule%/ 197%,: 53-55). Westerrnn Branch and
Collington Hundreds were the location of the estates of

Zachariah Berry, owrner of Oxcrn Hill Manor in 1840, arnd of
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Thomas E. Berry, his grandson and future awrner of the manor.
In 1840 Thomas E. Berry, "apparently prospering awrd
optimistic about the future," paid %60.25 per acre for 416
acres in Collington Hundred. The figure was one of the
highest per acre prices in the state. From 1820 to 1840,
Election District 3 (Queen Arme’s, later Marlborough), laost

cly three percent of its white paopulation; District 6

0]

(Spaldivigs), where Oxorn Hill Marnor was imcated, last 19,

percent (McCaule%/ 1973/2pﬁ. 64-67) (See-Figure 11: S hawye
iLatle .

PLY

o map which shows  the districts before District 3 was

divided inmto Districts 2, 3, and 7).

Agricultural praduction data =- and therefore
information on crop or livestock distribution —— is  not
available for Privce George’s County before the 1840

N\

agricultural census. The county's commitdment to tobacco is
demonstrated by its production of 9,259,423 pounds in 18393,

a figure which was 48.9 percent of the state's taotal and

almost three times the 3,265,271 pounds harvested by its.

riearest rival, Charles lCaunty. Froduction declivmed to
8, 380,851 pounds in IQSO, perhaps reflecting the fact that
1839 was an excepticomal year. By 1859 production reached
13, 446,350 pounds, although this was only 35.0 percent of
the state’s'total (Schedule of Mirnes, Agriculture, Commerce,

<1
. )
and Manufacturersy 1840: Maryland, Natiomal fArchives; 18350a

Demsusf%gpr-EES~EEB; 1860a Censui/tpp. 72-73).
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Table 9 shows agricultural production levels of key

crops and  livestock, as well as the wvalue of market
garderning, orchard products, and dairy products. Mast
notable is the dominance of tobacoco., Table 10 compares

those categories which could be compared between 1840 and
1860. In 1860 PMrince George’s County was producing  34.8
percent of Maryland's tobaccoy, much more than any other
county. The county praoduced only 5.3 percent of the ocorn
and wheat in the state. While the significance of changes
in ali agricultuwral categories is impossible to determine,

)

lesser extent, orchard proaduct o, all increased

it appears that corn, hay, wheat, market gardening and, to a\\<5?\

substantially after 1840, This | suggests SOme
diversificaticon, but only within the continued deminaticrn of
tobacco; )

Table 11 reveals pvaducfiqn levels within Frince
George’s County election districts in.1840., Oxonm Hill Manoe
was located in District &, Spaldings, as carn  be seen in
Figure 11. Maost striking is the low level of tobacceo
praduction compared to any of the other districts. The
91,198 pounds of tabacco was only 1.0 percent of county
product?mﬂ, although District 6 cohtaihea &. 7 percent of the
cuugty’s papulatior. District 3 produced  44.4 percent of
the eouﬂty’s tobaceco while containing only 86.8 percent of

the county populatior. In fact, the proportiaon o f
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agricultural producticn in District € was belaw its

praoporticn of county population in  every category. Such
consistent levels sugpest that the district was

agriculturally depressed. Tabacoo, which dominated the
county, showed the lowest percentage of any category. (F—airr

assuming the zero values foor market gardens, crchards, ard

Camn
\

dairy derive from arn incomplete cernsus).

'By 1850, tobhacco praoduction in Spaldings, oy District
&, had reached only 1.3 percent of the county total,
althcough p;iﬂce Georpgels was producing 39.1 percent of the
state?’s total. Table 12 shows productiorn levels far
Maryland, Frince éeowge’s County, and Spaldings District in
iBSQ. It lists more agricultural categories than previous
tables because more infmrmatian was takewri by the cernsuses of
1830 to 1880, Most striking inm 1830 is the high level for
market gardening~— £1.5 percent of the county value. Given
the low level for the county 1n ﬁelatiﬁh to the state —-=- 6.6
percent~— Spalding’s mafket gardening clearly reflects the
impact of its proximity to Washington, D.C.. Hay, suggestiﬁg
dairying and livestock increased, and Irish potatoes also
showed relatively high levels. The county as a whaole did
not demonstrate high production levels cutside of tobacco.
The 39.1 percent of the state total was much higher than the
county?s 3.7 percent of state population.

Table 13 shows the same data as Table 12 for the year
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1860. The relative importance of tobacco in the county had
declivned, but only slightly, and the same occocwrred in
Spalding’s District. The most dramatic charnge developed in
crchard production, increasing from 7,é . percent  of county
production to 56. 1 percent. The county?s absolute value of
corchard production actually decreased, as did its proporticon
of state production, Spalding’s alsa showed  a substaﬁtial
rise 1n market gardening, evern though the county lgst
éroumd. Givernn the fact that the county contained 3.4
pevrcent of the state’s papuiatiah but produced 33.0 percent
of its tobacco, the dominance ﬁf tobaces in the county as  a
whole is very evident.

A final point regawdiﬂé agricultu%al production is that
the period from 1840 +to 1860 witressed suﬁstahtial
county—-wide growth in some categories, notébly tobacco,
wheat, hay, corn, and market gardens. Comparing the more
cdetailed 18350 and 1860 censuses (Tables 12 and 13), we see
significant increases  in the values of farms, farm
implements, aﬁd livestock. This pattern suggests greater
attention to wheat as a cash orop, requiring greater
investments in implements and draft animals, but aléa
cont inued emphasfg on tobacoa.

Within Spalding’s we see significant .increases from
1840 to 1860 in  tabaccoo, hay, potatoes, wheat, market

gardens, arnd orchard production. The relative importance of
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tobacco, however, did not increase, suggestirng an even more
dramatic irncrease in the relative importance of market
gardening and orchard productiaorn. Camparing the ‘1850 and
1860 censuses (Tables 12 and 13), we see substantial
increases in the values of farms, farm implements, aorchard
proaucts, and market gardening. Hay irncreased little, while
butter, the value of animals slaughtered, and the value of
livestock declined. Wheat, rye, and corn charnged little,
although ocats increased. The pattern of charge from 1830 to
11860 is one showing - increased emphasis on cash orops -~ JR: .
tobacco, orchard products, market gardening, and potatoes.
Oats gained importarnce while wheat production remained close

to 1850 levels. Declines in livestock slaughtered and @ in

butter producticon suggest less emphasis wiy dairying.
Overall, the growth from 1840 +to 1860 clearly supports ?\
Craven’s assertion that Maryland?s égricultuval ecarimmy (
revived after 1840. OK “(sre
Dorald MeCauley’s analysis of agricultural trends in FZJ/
Prince Gemrge’sl Cournty fram 1840 to 1860 led to his
establishing three ecornomic regions which he termed
commercial, tranmsitional, and tobacco zones. He found

Election Districts 1 and &, most accessible e Washington
and Baltimore because of proximity oy transportation

facilities, to be most commercially oriented in that the two

districts were bath market ariented and less reliant ul gl
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tobacca as a sole cash crop. District 6, among others, was
transitioral, while District 3 and several others continued

their heavy relian;e orn tobaceoo (McCaule&(/ 197%(7 P 5(
138-140) . Additional analysis of agricultural trends in
Maryland, Prince George’s County and Spaldings District

(Oxorn Hill District in 1880) will be pra&ided in a later
section which compares anteﬁellum ard pastfsivil war

— =

patterns.

Cort iriued relianée o tobacco is also revealed in land
diStP&butiQﬂ in Prince George's caunty; Although average
farm size declined as in Maryland gererally after 1850 —= ard :X;
probably earlier —ethe average size in Privnce George’s was ‘;X
much higher than in the mixed farming areas. In 1860 the
county’s Z63-acre average farm was 37.0 percent higher than
the state’'s 192 acres, 52.0 percent .higher tharnm Naorthern
and Western Maryland’s 173 acres and 9.6 percent higher than
Southern Maryland’s 240 acres. Within the county the
tqbacco areas averaged 303 acres per Fafm, versus the
commercial zone's averapge of 258 acres, a difference of 17.4
percent. The transitional zome averaged only ElE_acwes. It
also showed significanmtly lower average land values and
average value of farm implements —- both below éaunty—wide
averanes (McCauley/’197%/:p<’148; 185q>Cen5us/ 2e5-228; 186QQ

'31) . This data reinforces the

i

Census/pp, 72-73, 203, i

motion  that District 6, Spaldings, as part of the
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transiticmal zorne was less prospercus. tharn other parts of
-~

the county.
t. Slavery, Wealthhaolding and Free Blacks

Prevjaus analysis has shown that slavery persisted in
Southern Maryland to a much higheyr degree thanm in  other
parts of the state, and that the proportion of slaves within
the population was more comparable to the Lower South  than
to the state itself. Table 14 reveals this ﬁatterﬂ, and it
also demonstrates that slaves as @& pevéentage of total
popuiatiun did riot actually charnge significantly after 1790,
In fact, the rumber of slaves in 1860, 12, 479, was only
1,303 greater tharn the 11,176 in 1730, The proportian :waﬁ
similar in both years because the white population actually
decreased by 354 persons, from 10,004 in 1730 ?a 9,630 in

1860. Free black growth accounted for the differerce,

increasing from 164 in 1790 to 1,138 in 1860 (1870c Cenﬁuir.

3I6-37). Despite apparently low graowth rates, Prince

0]

P
George's county slaves increased from 10,636 in 1840 to
1,479 by 1860, a charnge of 17.3 percent. Ar 8.8 percernt
growth rate in the 1830°'s was higher thanm some slave regions
of Sauth Carclina and Georgia. Within the county, slave
rates varied tremendously. By 1860, District 6, Spaldings,

had anly 59 slaves per 100 whites, compared to &81 in
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District 3, Mar1borough, and 304 in District 7, Gueen
Anme? s. In fact, only District 1, Vansville, had a lower
ratio thanm Spalding’s in 1860 at 37 slaves per 100 whites.

This was a pattern which had held true since at least 1820

(1820 Census{:p\ 22y 1830 Censug/: o B80-813 ° Schedule Df/&(/

”Qiﬂ@ﬁ, Agriculture, Commerce, aricl Manufactures, 1840,;%’
Maryland), and probably evern earlier. It is alsc probable,
however, that Slaver; had declined in the District & area
relative to patterns in the more tobacco-oriented districts

‘alaong the Patuxent River (McCauleyy 197%4*&3« 137-162).

)

Slavehaldiﬂg iy Frince George's Counrty became
increasingly concentrated after 1790, as did wealth
gernerally. In 1800, 93.5 percent of households owned
slaves; by 1860 only 35.1 percent acwned slaves. Average

slaveholdings per household did not change much, rising from
13.3 in 1800 ta 14.7 in 1860. The state average was 6.3
slaves. The median slaveholding in 1860 Frince George's
County was 235.0 slaves (1860f Census,i B, &31) Iq 1860,
however, the top 10 percent of all slavehalders cwrned rnearly
two—thirds (66.7 percent) of all slaves, versus 41.& percent
for the top 9.5 percent in 1800 (1800 Cernsus; McCaule%/
197%/{?» 210-216).

Available documentation points to a similar

concentration of land and wealth after 17930, although the

trend is only certain from 1840 to 1860. By 1860, nearly

116



two-thirds of all assessed acreage was cwned by the fop 10
percent of all landowners. leoét three—quarters of total
assessed wealth (slaves, other personal property) was owned
by the top 10 percent. Fuily &0.7 percent of all households
showed no assessed real estate, however, a figuwre which
suguests a similar percentage of tenancy. Over half of all
househaolds, 5l.2  percent, listed rno assessed persanal
praoperty. Qil of these figures indicate that the

concentration of wealth increased after 1840, the pericod in

which the county’s economy was clearly growing. Average
family assessments increased from $3,668 to  $4,489 between
1840 and 1860, a charnge of 20.7 percent. District 3 (in.

1860 Districts 3, 7, and part of 2), grew byi 47.0 percent ;
District &, Spalding’s, by 9.8 percent, less than half the
county  averapge. Moreover, the acreagpe assessments per
family iw District & in 1860 was $2,062, only 21.2 percent
of District 3%'s $9, 707 (McCaulez/ 1973y tpp, 212-217). Such
figwes strongly reinforce earlier statEMEﬁts that the
Spalding’s area was considerably less prosperous, despite
same growth, thanm some other parts of the county by 1860,
The average assessment in 1860 ($&,062) was lower than any
aother district, and anly 46.6 percent of the county average
(64, 429) .

The samewhat unique expansion of the free black

papulaticon in Maryland after 1730 has beern commented upon
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already. Table 13 shows that PMrince George's Cdumty
experienced the same trend, with an extremely rapid surpge
betweer 1800 and 1810, This jump has wnot been explained _ by
historianmsy 1t supggests massive manumissions by a few large
slavehalders in the marmer of Robert Carter of Virginia. If
the figure for 18}0, 4,379, is valid, most of the
newly—freed slaves must have left the county. By 1820 the
county  showed only 1,096 free blacks. Available data
sugnests that bistwict & may have freed more of its slaves
than any other district, at least by 1840. In that year,
13.3 percent of the district population was free black,
versus 4.3 percent in District 3 and 5.5 percent for the
county as a whaoale. By 1860 free blacks made up 5.1 percewnt
af the county population, a figure which contrasts sharply
with the 12.&2 percent total for the state in 1860, Combined
with Frirnce George’'s high populaticn of slaves in 1860 -
53.59 percent-- the relatively low free black proportiaon
strongly reinforces evidence regarding the county’s strong
commitment to slavery before the Civil Qar.

=

5. Summary

Summarizing trends in agricultuwre, slavery, and
wealthholding in Maryland and Privnce George’s County from

1790 to 1860, it is evident that both experienced a period
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of decline or stagrnation followed by a Févival after 1830 o
1840, The impacé of  both decline and rernewal varied
significantly within fhe state and within the county.
Western Maryland and Baltimore grew mucﬁ more rapidly than
Southern Maryland o the Eastern Shore. EBetter
transportation, greater ecanomi o diversificatior, ard
earlier application of agricultuwral reform were some of the

factors contributing to their more rapid development.

‘Southern Maryland and Frince Beorge’s County remained wedded

to the traditicomal tobacco. staple, but less .so in  some
regions. 5t. Mary’s County added wheat as an important cash
crap, and it did so without reducing the role of slave
labor. Slave labor was also adapted to the mixed farming
econamy of Orange and Greere Counties, Virginia, dwring this
period. This eviderce suggests caution in asscciating
tobaceco and slavery too claselys; that is, researchers should
ot assume  that large ﬁumbers of slaves automatically
indicates tobacco production in the Upper South.

Within Prince Geomrge’s County the relative importance
of slavery and tobaccoo, and . the distribution ‘af wealth,
varied considerably. While data ﬁgrincmmplete, it appears
that Spalding’s District, the location of Oxoﬁ Hill Manaor,
never emphasized slavery to the same extent as cother areas.

In 1783, for example, New Scotland, Oy and Rladensburg

Huwmdreds contained only 34.9 percent slaves. Oxorn Hundred
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was the administrative umit for Oxon Hill Manor in 1783. By

contrast, Westerrn Branch and Collington Hundreds (later

[ 2]

District 3, then Districts 3,'7 and part of 2), showed E4.
percent of its population as slaves in 1783, The county
average was 48.1 percent slaves (Kulikafﬁ/ 1976/3 -
S32-533) . In 1840 Di%tviét & contained 32.9 percent slaves,
versus 66.9 percent in District 3 and S4. 4 pev§Eﬂt for the
caurty (1840 Population Census, Maryland). Figures for 1860
are not available, but the lack of impoartance given tobacco
sugpests that slavery had rnot ivoreased relative to  other
districts. High rates of ternancy, known to exist in  the
later eighteernth centuwry, appear to have continued in  both
District & and the county as a whole. Documentation
consulted foeré almost o data on tenancy béfove* 1860,
lLack of private papers and the tenderncy to arrarnge tenant

agreements crally greatly limit potential research.
Agricultural Diversification and Farm Ternancy, 1860-1300

As for most areas mf the Scuth, our knowledge of social
and economic trends in Maryland after the Civil War is
extremely underdeveloped. According tao one sowrce, sacial
and econcmic history of Maryland’s post Civil War rorm-—-urban
areas is the most-reglected aspect of ‘Maryland‘s hist@ry

(Mitchell and Mulletx 197%72-ﬁ\ 41). Lack of regiconal
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research rnotwithstarnding, the expahsiun of statistical data
coallection permits very precise delineation of agricultural,
demagraphic, and industrial trends after 1850. Tax
assessment data can be used to supplement the censuses. The
assessments are particularly valuable for showing individual
haoldings of real and personal property, including slaves
until 1860, Tax assessment records for Frince George's
Courty are excellent until 1850, at which date they become
very incomplete until the 18%90s.

Rlready irn ﬁwtimn befare the Civil War, the gerneral
trend in agriculture in the Upper South after the war was
toward greater diversificatiorn. King Cotton took the Lower
Scuth toward greater thanm ever dependernce ubon a single
staple; rice.and sugar had a similar effect in certain
Areas, Arcther clear trend was the expansion of teﬁant
farming arrangements, usually inm the form  of sharecropping
o cash renting. Variations in tenant systems betweern and
within regicns of the Soﬁth were coansiderable, but the
general trend was unmistakable. Eviderce on Oxon Hill Manor
after the Civil War points to its eventual organization as
same  type of plantation empiaying ten%nts. Since
information is not abuﬁdaﬂt, and since there 1is some
urncertainty as to ﬁrecise accupancy aﬁd land-use patterns on
the estate, parts of the analysis must be considered

speculation. Examiving trends in  agricultural production




and tenancy, however, is the best means to establish a

comparative context for Oxon Hill Marnorts development after
1860. The detailed 18350 agricultural census, along with tax
assessments and ather dﬁcuméntatiuﬁ, allows evaluation of
some trends firom before the Civil War. Since Oxon Hill
Marmor began to break up in the 1880s, and since the marnor
house burned in 1895, analysis of the estate after 1860
focuses on the years before 1895, Some comments ) g}

developments after that date are included, however.
1. General Trends in Maryland and the Scuth

Table 16 shows the changes in agﬁicultuval product ion
levels from 1866 to 1880, along with percentage changes
betweer the cersuses. It is striking tao note that many
items, such as the value of farms, farm implements,
livestock, arnimals slaughtered, orchard products, and market
gardens did rnot decline—- despite the Civil War. Historians
paoint out that the war affected the state adversely only
temporarily. Ornce the Urnion effectively’acc&pied Maryland,
agriculture actually received a boost in some areas due to
federal demand FOﬁ food. Emancipation certainly disrupted
labaow aframgements, haowever, as former slaves begaﬁ flocking
to Baltimore, Washingtorm o cother larpger towns (Mitchell and

Mulle?( 1979/fpp. 38-403 Bracketﬁ/ 189q,;ﬁ‘ ES; Walsh and
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Foﬁ/ 197ﬁ/:ﬁm 397). Improved acreage declined after 1860, ;(i
but rot dramatically. The greatest single declirne was in
tobaceo producticon, which fell 59.0 percent during the
decade. The most impressive.growth was in aorchard  products

and market gafdening. Despite the war, this was a
perpetuation of arntebellum trends.

By 1880, most items had recovered to at least pre-Civil
War levels. Tobacco, sweet potatoes, carﬁ)aﬂd butter gaired y)(
comsiderably, althouph the value of market gardens fell.

The decline in market gardering, however, was temporarys; by

1890 it had risen to $1,057,116, a 21 percent increase but
stillwbelow 1870 levels (Table 16; 1890b Cernsusd: R, S14). ><:
Average Ffarm acreage contirnued the dawrnward trend begun
hefore the Civil War. Betweern 1830 and 1880 average tatal
acres per farm fell from 218 to 18265 average improved  acres
decliﬂéd from 128 to 83 (1850a Censuﬁ/z e 22522835 1860a
Cemsu%/:ﬁp..72~73; i870d Censuéxxﬁpr 172-1733; 1880a Censue,*

., 119).

The cernsus figures reflect a gereral reorientation of
Maryland?’s agricultural ecornomy after the Civil wév. The
four basic changes were: reduced farm sizes, less reliarce
arn traditiconal staples, increased investment  in farm
implements and machinery, and extended diversification into
perishable products. Tobaceco production was sericusly

hindered by labor-supply disruptions éﬁd wheat production by

’
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campétition from the West. Ferishable fruits, ve&gtables,
and dairy products became more econocmically feasible ‘fGP
those areas either close to wrban markets or located near
‘QODd transportation facilities. Fruit and vegetable
production grew mostly in Frince George’s and  Arme  Arundel
Counties and on the Eastern Shore (Mitchell and Mullet/
197971pp« 41-42). | )7<;

While informatiorn about agricultural trends in rural
Marylanmd after the Civil War s available, it is
superficial. The precise regional impact of the
aforement ioned charnges is yet to be carefuliy studied.
Industrial growth accelerated in parts of Western Maryland,
especially in the coal-producing areas, and some processing
of fruits, vepetables, and seafood developed around the
Chesapeake. Most  dramatic, however, was the contirued
growth  anmd dominance of  Raltimore. By 1900 the city
contained two-fifths of the state’s total population and
cne—-third of the black population. Two~thirds of Marylandis
industrial warkers lived in Baltimore and three-fifths af
all industrial production came Fram its industries.
Moreover, maost femaining industry was located in  adjacent
‘areas of RBaltimore and Arme Arundel counties. The Baltimore
metropolitan area contained over half of the state’s
population in 1900. Marylarnd?s black population declined

steadily in rural areas after 1860. By 1310 blacks made up

—
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about 20 percent of . rural popualations, although Southerwn
Maryland counties contained from 40 to 350 percent blacks
(Mitchell and Mulle?/ 197%/:pp: 40—-493) .

Since the separation of owners and tenants in  the
census did rnot occuwr before 1880, develapment of tenant
arrangements during and immediately after the Civil War is
difficult to address statistically. Histories of the Scouth,
hawever, universally agree that tevnancy tended to increase
in most areas from the late 1860s into the current century.
Newly—freed blacks strongly resisted efforts immediately
after the war to replace antebellum slaQ; garngs with black
wage—labor gangs. Their opposition to  such disguised
slavery was effective, and landowrers were forced too make
larmd available to black farmers. Whites refused to sell
lamd to blacks 1w most  areas, and blacks lacked the
rescurces for purchase in any event. Since confiscaticon of
land was ruled out, blacks intending to stay on tﬁe farms
had to become tenants, sharecroppers, or wagnge labarer%F—mr_
some combination of these (Fitir 19844 ppre E—15).

Historical literature v Sauthern tenarncy and
post—-Civil War laﬂdhmlding' is widely available, although
many of the long-standing gereralizations are being madified
by regional studies. Moreover, there exists a clear-cut
split between historians cr historical economists who apply

nes-classical models to poast-Civil  War agriculture and
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histocrians whao proceed more empirically. The former camp is

dominated by Higgs (1977), Reid (1373), De Caﬁim (1975), and
Shlomowitz (1979); the latter looks to Mandle (1978), Rarnsam
and Sutch (1977), Woodman (197%), and Wiener (197B,i979).
Whatever the merit of their conclusions, the questions
raised and the research conducted far exceed any comparable
work dome on post-Civil  War Maryland. Most  research on
tenancy, it should be .nated, has  focused =141 the
cottorn—-producing areas of the South.

Compared to landowning farmers, tenmants tended %0 be
relatively poorer, whether black or white. Images of total
degradaticn derived fram 1930s phatographs and  from  such
sowrces as  H. La Mericken, wha described tenants as
"perambulating test tubes for the culture of hookworms,”
should be approached with caution (Memdemhalﬁ/ 193?,1 L= T
127). As will. be seern in the sectionm onm Prince George's
County, not all ternants were poor.  Such reservations should
ot detract from the gereral veracity of the image, however.
Targled in a web of debts which often approached peonage,
and locked inta single-cfap production on often infericor and
inadequate lands, tenants found themnselves constantly
skirting the edges of paVerty. Farmers, too, struggled with
debts, the ups and downs of irntermaticocnal markets, pericdic
depressions, and inadequate transportation facilities. For

complex reasons too detailed to be pursued here, Scuthern
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farmers and tenants fell far behind their Naortherrn and
Western counterparts. Agricultuwral methaods charnged little
between 18%0 and 1930, exemplified in the fact that only FE
percent of Gecorpgia and Scouth Carclina farmers cowned tractors
in 1930 compared to 23 percent in Mirmesota and 35  percent
in Kaw%as'(Fit%/ 197%/!ﬁﬁ1 3-5, 1%, Ry 1800, Gilbert Fite
comments, "the Scuth had become a land of predominantly
small Farms)papulated,by poor pecple” (Fit%/ 1985;,{;;:1..~ ié).
Rates of ternancy varied greatly among regions of  the
Urited States. Betweer 1880 and 1920, tenancy increased in
the North from 19.8 percent of all farms to to 28.8 percent.
Irn the West the chawnge was from 14.0 percent to 17.7
percent. With by far the most tenant farms, the South
increased from 36.2 percent ternarcy in 1880 to 438.6 percent
ivm 13920, Irn Maryland,.tEﬂaﬂcy rates were between Southern
arid Noothern patterns. In 1880, 30.9 percent of all farmers
were tenants. The rate peaked irn 1900, at 33.6 percent, but
declirned to 28.9 percent by 1320, Most  tenants, usually
about two-thirds, coperated on a share basis rather thanm on
cash rent. This was tHe pattern for most areas and fmv the

nation as a whaole (Goldenweiser and Twuesdela/ 198?/:ﬁ¢7 =3, )(T

i1

4, 145, 147).

!

2. Trends in Frince Georgels County and in Spaldings

amd Oxorn Hill Districts, 1850 - 1890



a. Prirnce George®s County

After the Civil War, agricultwe in Prince George's

Cournty diverged increaéingly from its antebellum patterrn and

fraom the plantatiorn counties of the Lower South. In 1860

tobaceco had continued its domivation within a plantationm
system of expanding slévery, although some farmers had
turred to market gardening and dairying in the 1850s.

8till, iw 1860 Frince George's County was the rumber one

tobacco producing county  in the mnation, armd the cersus
listed two farms over 1,000 acres and &1 avév 500 acres.
The Civil War had a similar impact on the county as in.athew
parts of the Scouth. It lost population and capital during
the war, and the slave plantation system was left
disorganized after the war as rnewly—freed slaves sought rew
labor arrangements or left the area. In 1870, the values of
farm lands, farm implements and machirnery, and livestock.
were 43 to S0 percent below 1860 leveig in the Scuths; " in
Frirce George’s County values were down less, about 23 to 30
percent (McCaule%’ 197Z,t pReT EE8-a29;  1870d Cemsu%/; PP
172-73, 354, S26-528, 672-74).

Frince Georpe's began tao establish a more balarnced farm
econcmy after the Civil War years, more along the lines

called for by the antebellum agricultwal reformers. The
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key ta this develapment was the economic advantage of
pwoximity.ta impartant urban éenters, natabyﬁ,aaltimare andV;X:
Washington. More specifically, the combination of available
credit and expanding, accessib}e urbarn markets produced a
pdtené formula which county farmers could utilize to their
economic advantage. Urnlike the LQQEP South, Frince Geomrge's
County farmers were more able to avoid the debt traps and
single—-crap dependency so commorn in the Lower South. The
mortgage, rather than the crop-lien with its control  aver
crop selection, Qaﬁ the financial 'avraﬂgemEﬂt which ruled
Maryland farming. Maryland had 14 savings banks with aver
24 millicn in deposits; the entire Lower South had Gnly
five savings banks and less tharn $1.5 million in deposits.
peﬂm«*
Over two-thirds (67.3%) of Prince George’'s County farms held
ﬁowtgageg by 1830, compared to 51.8 percent in Maryland and
22.8 percent in the South (McCaulex/’1977 ‘pp. 231-233). )Kf
The lesser dependence on orop-—liens gave county farmers
greater Flexibility im market opportunities than in the
South gererally. Iﬁ almost all areas of praducticr, the
county recovered much  more  rapidly than the South.
Significantly, this was not the case in  the productian af
the County?s traditional staple: tobaccoo. Table 17 shows
agricultural producticon levels for Privnce George's County
From 1850 to 1880, and Table 18 offers average produaction

levels per farmer for the same periad. While rnot evident in
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the tables themselves, food productiorn in the county after
the Civil War was more than adequate to feed the appropriate
population. McCauley determined that the county produced a
lesser food surplus iﬁ 1880 than in 1860, but the surplus
was still substantial. More importantly, this contrasted
sharply with the rnotoricus food—-importing characteristics of
most staple—croap depeﬁdent areas of the Lower South ét this
time.

Corrn, wheat, and butter lost ground, but potatoes
(Irish and sweet), milk, market gardens, and orchard produce
expanded dwamatically. The effect was to create greater
balance in production. ﬁatafoes, dairying, and truck
farming iv the county tock advantage of both  the RBaltimore
and Washington markets, although Washingtor provided the
closest urbarn market. A1l points within the county were
also within 20 miles of the District of Columbia lineg
southerrnmost points iﬁ the county were 60 miles from
Ealt?mowe. Transportation  improvements after the war
mreatly increased access to the railroads. By 1880 over
three—-quarters of the cournty was withinm ten miles of the
Baltimore and Washington Branch of the BRaltimore and Ohic
Railroad, the Baltimpre arnd FPotomac Railroad, or the Pope's
Creek Branch of the Raltimore and Fotomac. Market
garderning, dairying and ocrchard production tended to cluster

in the election districts arcund the capitol. Oxorm Hill




Marnor?s Spaldings District (#6) and, after 1874, Oxarn Hill
District (#12), led the way in emphasizing market gardegihg
and orchard produce after the war. For a map of the
election district after 1860, éee Figure 12, In 1870,
District E'kBIademsburg), jmiwed Spaldings, and ‘in 1880,
Districts 1 (Vansville), 13 (Kend) and 9 (Surrats), were
important producers as well. The Spaldings and Oxocn Hill
districts showed the highest value of market gardens and
orchard'praduce per acre during this periaod (McCaulez,fiQ?Z/
Sepr 238-240).

Milk production, and dairying in  general were also
focused on the districts arcund Washingtorn. By 1880, Oxor
Hill was a relatively unimportant dairying district compared
to Districts &, ié, E)aﬂd 1. - Dairying and truck farming
altered grain praductian iv pwiﬁce George’'s County, shifting
its concentration from the Washirngton boundary area toward
the Patuxent side of the county. Liveétock followed a
similar pattern, gravitating eaétward and southward. The
value and quantity of livestock tended to  fall throughout
the county (McCaule%/ 1973/;ppm E4W~253).

l.ong 'the dominant staple of the county, tobaceco
praduction dropped drastically after 1860 from 13, 446,350 tao
3,665,054.p0undé. Although it recovered to 6,575, 246 paunds
in 1880, it fell agaig, to 3,209,836 pounds ;n 1890, Within

» . . . ) ’
these swings was a gereral reductiorn in  the importance of
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tobacco to the cauhty SCoVICMY . While Frince George's had
produced 48.7%2 percent of Maryland?’s tobacco in 1840, by 189Q
it harvested only 26.0 peréent (Schedule o f Mires,
Agricultwe,; Commerce and Manufacturers, Maryland, 18403
1850a Census jpp: cE5-228; 1860a .Censu%r;ﬁnn 72-73, 209,
=231y 1870d Cemsuiyﬁﬂh 172-173, 35435 1880a CEﬂSU%{z{L 119
1830b Cewsuﬁ,zpv 436) . By 1880, tobacco was no longer
important in the election diﬁtricts'clasest to Washington.
While the crop had always been deminant in the Fatuxent side
of the county, éast—Civl War deQelopments reinforced  that
pattern, althcough at a lower level of total. production.
Better soils, access to the key Baltimore market, and good
ratilrocad  transportation  gave fhe Fatuxent a distinct
advantage. Fatuxent area land, however, lost value after
1860, while 1aﬁd values in the truck -farmihg and dairying
districts remained stable o vase.-‘ Clearly, the
iang—stawding ecoromic damiﬁatian of the Fatuxent area over
the Potomac aveé was being eroded by the trend toward
greater diversificaticon and wbarnizatior in or around Prince
Georpge's County (McCauley%»lQ?Z/;ag« 239-244) .

Before evaluating agricultural trends in Spaldings and
Oxow Hill Districts, demographic trends should be examined
briefly. s noted earlier, the paopulation of Frince
George’s County stagrnated through most of the  antebellum

periad. In 1850 the total population of  the counfy was




= ,549, 205 fewer ﬁhaﬂ in 1730, An increase in the 1850s
was interrupted by the Civil War, but aonly because of
encrmous losses of black, rather than white, residents.
Table 19 indicates that the county lost 3,897 black
residents in the 1860s, evern while it was gaining 1,708
whites. With a loss of 28.5 percent of its black
population, one rneed rnot wonder at  the drastic drop in
tobacoo production during the decade. RAfter 1860, blacks
made up less than half of the county total, compared to
about 60 percent before tge Civil War. Betweernn 1870 and
1890 the county gained 4,942 residents, an ircrease of 23.4

percent over the two decades,
b. Spaldings and Oxon Hill Districts

The rnumercus fables to be presented in this section are
desigﬂed.to portray an accuwrate and in-depth image of basic
social and ecorncomic trends in the létter nineteenth century.
The two districts are included because Oxor Hill  Marnor was
located in Spaldings in the 1830 through 1870 cernsus, and in
Oxor Hill inm the 1880 cersus (gpé/ﬁigure i2).

In additiorn, the tables include both Spaldings and Oxan
Hill iw 1880, and scometimes combine them, because in 1874

Spaldings (#6) was divided into Spaldings (#6) and Oxon Hill

(#1Z) Districts. Urnfortunately, combining both  Spaldings
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and Oxon Hill in 1880 does not geographicélly recreate the
Spaldings of 1870.perfect1y: The wnew Oxom Hill District
ircluded a small sectionm of Piscataway (#35) irn its
geagvaphicél boundaries. Figures which combine Spaldings
and Oxcr Hill totals in 1880 for comparison with 1870 can be
cansidered as slight overestimates.

Table 20 shows agricultural production levels in
Spaldings and Oxorm Hill from 1850 to 1880, The most notable
increases are in the rnumber of farms, in the values of  farm
implements, archard praduce, and market gardens, and in the
gquantities of corn, patataes (espec?ally sweet potatcoes),
butter, and milk. Significant declirnes cccurred in wheat,
rye, and oats. Clear trends are nrot discernible in  all
categories; tobacco irncreased over the lﬁ@ 1870 figure, but
was significantly lower than 1860, The two districts follaow
courity—-wide trends toward increased truck farming and
dairying near the capitol, with grain and tobacco shifting
toward the Patuxent. Livestack value, however, appears
quite stable. Comparisons betweern Oxon Hill and Spaldings
in 1880 reveal the higher average value of 8paldings 128

' .
farms (£3,673) over Oxon Hill's 138 farms ($2,294) and the
greafer impartaﬂée of market gardening iv Oxorn Hill relative
to orchard produce (the reverse is true for Spaldings).

Oxor Hill shows higher values in fernces and fertilizer and

higher quantities of wheat, corn, . tobaccao, hay, Irish
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potatoes, and especially sweet potatoes.

Table 21 shows the same figures as percentages of
Frince GEDPQE’S.CDUﬂty total production. The percentage of
farms irncreased substantially, as did farm values, farm
implements, livestoék, orchard  produce, market gardens,
Irish and sweet potatces, butter, and milk. Ferhaps mast
revealing from percentage figures is the‘rélative importance
of orchard products, market gardenrs, butter, hay, milk,
Irish potatoes, and especially sweet potatoes. Sweet
potatoes and market gardening clearly dominate Oxon Hill
agriculture, althauﬁh orchard products, Irish potatoes, ard
hay show percentages higher than Oxon Hill®*s 8.2 percent of
cournty farms. The value of all county farms, 4.6 percent,
is disproporticnately low.

Table &2 shows the number and percerntage of all farmers
i Spaldivngs and Oxon Hill who actually produced in the
varicus agricultural categeories between 1850 and 1880. Most
farmers owned some livestock, although over arne-fifth of
Spaldirgs farmevg (20.9 percent) in 1860, listed i
livgstock. Orchard praduction  invalved more  and moye
farmers over the period, especially in épaldihgs by 1880,
Market gardening was taken up by an ever higher percentage
of farmers, reaching over three—-gquarters (78.3 percent) of
Farmers in Oxeon Hill by 1880. The decline af the proportion

paying wanges between 1870 and 1880 may signify an increase




in the number of small, more subsisternce or family coperated
farms. The higher values for ferces and fertilizer in  Oxon
Hill in 1880, compared to Spaldings, suggests fencing
animals out of the truck gardens to which farmers were
adding more fertilizer. Still, relatively few farmers
listed fencing or fertilizer values. Most farmers grew some
corre=— over three-quarters iﬂ‘DgDﬂ Hill. Few ‘grew cther
grains, although ome in fouwr Oxon Hill farmers grew  wheat.
By 1880, taobacco was gr oW by only orme in ten Oxon Hill
farmers. Irish potatoes were grown by almost half of Oxaon
Hill farmers (42.8) and about the same number grew swéet
potatoes. By 1880, however, sweet potatoes had irnoreased
their importarce in both Oxon Hill and Spaldings at a much
faster rate than the Irish variety. Except for 1860, about
half of all farmers produced butter during these decades.
Hay became a 1955 Cammar crap among Farmers, with about  two
in five listing themselves as producers in 1880. No milk was
produced in Oxan Hill District in 1880; only five farmers
(3.9 percent) showed milk among their products in Spaldings
in 1880.

Table 23 reduces gross pa.r*u:-ductli«:m figuwres to averapges
per farmer {(including ternant farmers) fraom 1850 tao 1880. As
the number of - farms increased, their average value
decreased. Oxoan Hill farﬁs ware considerably less wvaluable

than Spaldings farms, and both had declined dramatically




after 1870. Similar trends occcurred 5EthEﬂ 1870 land 1880
in the values of farm implements, livestock, wages, forest
products and all farm products, and in  the quantities of
wheat, rye, corn, cats, taba&cn, Irish potatoes, butter, and
hay. Ornly sweet potatoes and milk showed increases between
1870 and 1880, »Compawisohs betweernn 18350, 1860, and 1880
suggest that 1870 was not representative of Spaidiﬂgs true
production levels. It is difficult to account for the
increase in improved acres, the near doubling of average
farm values and livestock, and huge_ increases 1inm farm
implements and animals slaughtered. Thg number of farms,
88, seems too loaw, givern the fact that the rumber of farms
in the state (Table 16) actually irncreased betweern 1860 and
1870. The issue is too complex to be resclved here, but
comparisons bet@een 1860 and 1880 irndicate more numercus and
smaller farms of less average value;, more farm implements,
less livestook, greater. crehard and market garden
producticn, less grain amd tobacco, more potatoes, butfer,
and milk, and less hay. Bath districts followed this
pattern, with Oxor Hill farmers emphasizing market Qgardens
Cverr ofchards and prmdﬁcing more wheat, corng ‘tabacca, and
especially sweet potatoes tharm the average Spaldings farmer.
Milk was an exception to the pattern since Oxon Hill farmers
listed wo milk in 1880,

Table &4 shows average and median production levels per



farmer in Oxom Hill and Spaldings from 1850 to 1880,
Juxtaposing the two measuwres demanstrates the degree to
which farmers may have specialized in the production of
certain items. In 1880, for example, the widest variations
in production levels per farmer in Oxon Hill ' District were
in farm implements,; orchard products, fences, hay, and sweet
potatoes. The most dramatic differential between averapge
arnd median values was in  Spaldivngs orchard production in
1880 whewa.half of all producers earned $25 or less, yet the
average per producing farmer was  $143, aver five times
greater, In gerneral the d;ffewentials betweerr average and
median production levels were substantial iv most
categories, indicating considerable specialization and
inequality. Over half‘of Oxizn Hill;s 1880 farmers worked 30
acres or less, owned $50 or less in implemernts, and $150 or
less in livestock. Half ﬁf all farms were valued at $1,500
or less.

Without additional research it is difficult to
determine the gereral economic vitality af Drihce George's
agricultuwral econcomy after the Civil War, McCaqley fouwnd
>that insofar as certain areas diversified, they tended to
grow ecancomicallys; the truck farming and dairying areas of
the county appeared to be most Succesgful in terms of land
values. Table &5 looks at productiorn levels in the county

and in Oxon Hill and Spaldings Districts by comparing



percentages of total production to percentage of population
withir their larger geographical units. The table alsc
shows Frince George’s rank  for :each category amouig
Maryland's 20 counties. Although ranked tenth in population
(2.8 percent), the cournty was ranked first in  tobacco and
sweet potato production and second in market gardening. It
was also ahead of its population ranking in totél acres in
farms, improved acres, farm value, forest products, fénces,
rye, and milk. Oxon Hill, which contained 4.9 percent Dfnthe
county’s population, shawed values higher than that
proporticon in Farm implements,; livestock, orchard products,
market géwdens, fertilizer, Irish potatces, sweet potatoes,
butter, and hay. Farticularly high were market gardens
(26. 8 percent) and sweet potatoes (44.9 percent). The value
of Oxom Hill  fFarms, however, fell below the papulation
praporticon, as did improved acres. If the econcomic picture
was brightening, it was probably doing so moétly for  the
market parderners and orchard producers.

The average size of farms declined rapidly after 18350,
and the rumber of farms increased. Mast.new farms iv  the
South after the Civil War were coreated out of the old
plantations as they were forced into various tenant and
sharecrapping arrangements. Table 2& shows the decline in
average total and improved acreage per farm in  Maryland,

Frince BGeomrge’'s County, Spaldings District and Oxon Hill




District from 1830 tao 1880. It also shows the ‘variations
betweern these geographical units. Sirnce average Spaldings
and Oxon Hill farms were consistently smaller than average
county farms, to maintain economic equality with larger
farms would have required more internsive explaifatioﬂ. | The
grawth of market garderning was batg a cause and a reflection
of the trend toward smaller farms closer to the Washington
boundary.

Landhalding and product ion characteristics amorng
tenants in Maryland has received virtually no attention
amorig Peaearchers, despite the fact that in 1880-- the first
separate census recording of tenants -—- 30.9 percent of
"Maryland?s  farmers were ternants. Both  Oxon Hill and
Spaldings District farmers included substantial percentages
oof tenants, 9.7 percent in the former and 24.8 percent in
the latter. Most ternants in Marylanmd, in the Scouth, and in
the nation gernerally in 1880 were sharecroppers rather than
cash éemaﬂts; that is; farmers who paid rent as a percentage
aof the crop rather than in money. Sharecroppers usually
received tools, seed, or money loans fraom the landowner or a

local merchant, and 1t was this procedure which gave

landowners - and merchants effective comtrol aver the-
sharecroppers? agricultuwral choices. Maryland followed
Southern and naticnal patterns in the distribution of

sharecroppers and ternants. Over two-thirds of tenants, 69.1
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percent, were croppers~- Zl.4 percent of all farmers. The
remaining 30.9 percent of temants were cash tenants «- 9.6
percent of all Maryland farmers (1880a Cehsu?/{ P 2829,
E0-61, 119).

Table 27 summarizes the distributicon of ocwners and
tenants in . Maryland, Frince George's County, Oxarn Hill
District and Spaldings District in 1880, Immediately
ricticeable is the divergence of the county and, to an even
greater extent, of the two districts, from Maryland and
naticonal patterns. In Prince Georpge’s, for  example, arily
56.6 percent of all ternants were sharecroppers, as oapposed
to 63.1 percent in Maﬁyland. Also, almost  half of all
tenants were cash—-based, versus less thanm ore-third (30.9
percent) for the state. Evern more striking, however, was
the complete reversal of the distribution of cash ternants
and sharecroppers in the two districts. The overwhelming
majority of ternants, 87.8 percent in Oxon Hill and 93.5
percent in Spaldirngs, were cash ternants. Sharecroppers were
a distinct minority. Researchers have not addressed this
arncmaly but the explanation may lie in Mcfauley's emphasis
ori the greater availability of institutional coredit in
Maryland than in the South generally. It seems very
probable that the proximity of wbarn resowrces and markets
to some districts in the county was influential in

facilitating this divergent pattern. Only further research
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will clarify the issue. Among the known and  possible

tenants at Oxon Hill Manor in the 1870s (to be discussed
later), all paid their PEﬁts irn cash.

Table 27 also offers data on the distributionm of total
and improved acreage amnciig Owners, cash tenants, and
sharecroppers. The most striking statistic is the fact that
the averapge total and the average improved acres held by
tenants in both Oxon Hill and Spaldings was nearly equal  to
those held by ocwrers. When the cash rental tenants are
separated, their totals are even clogser to owners in Oxon
Hill and actually exceed the averages for Spaldings ocwrners.
Agair, this poirnts to greater financial rescurces availab}e

to tenants in the county tharm in other parts }F Maryland and

the Saouth. The position oof the sharecroppers was

significantly infericor to that of the cash tenants and
Ma.ﬁ\h ’. ?\

cwrners.  While a (wFmoTity, they held much less total acreage

and considerable less improved acreage than the owrners and
cash terants.

Table &8 shows average agricultural production levels
. by all farmers in Maryland and Prince Georges? County and by
both farmers and ternants in Oxonm Hill District in 1880,
County farmers held considerably more total and  improved
acreage thar state farmers gernerally, although average farm
values were only slightly higher. District differences were

evident in the higher production levels of market gardens,
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tobacco; and sweet potateoes, and in  the lower levels of

fertilizer; wheat, dats, butter, and hay. Oxon Hill farmers
held significantly less total and impraoved acreage than
county farmers, and farm values were only $56.6 percent of
the county average. District farmers showed distinctly
highér than cournty average levels only in market gardening
and sweet potatoes. Léiwer levels were sigrificant in
livestock, forest products, all farm products, ferces,
wheat, rye, corn, oats, tobacco, and milk. There is a clear
impression of a good deal of reliance orn market gardering
amowrg Oxon Hill farmers.

Among Oxon Hill termants, values ternded to be lower than
farmer averages in most, but rot all, categories.  RAlthough
terants held almost as much total and improved acreage as
farmers generally, the average of their farms was only 81.4
percent of district averapges. Their farms were only worth
46. 1 percent of couﬁty farms generally. District farmers
showed values which were only 96.8 percent of county
averages. Neither Oxeor Hill District favmerg rior tenants,
then,»repwesented the. top county farmers, at least on an
average basis. Although the tenarnts praoduced less thanm the
farmers in most categories, they outproduced farmers in
several: market gardens; corrng cats, and sweet potatoes.
Overall, the figures suggest that ternants occcoupied 1andé oof

lesser quality thanm farmers and were geared more intensively




to the urbarn market.

Tables 29 and 30 show average agricultural production
by farmers and temants inm Oxon Hill and Spaldiﬂés Districts,
respectively, in 1880, but each table also indicates the
differences in average production between all farmers and
tenants and actual producers of the various items. While
the gerneral producticon for owrner and ternants at Oxon Hill
holds  true when examining actual pwqducers, praducing
tenants actually outpaced producing farmers  in %mbacca as
well as market gardens, COrT, cats, and sweet potatoes.
Spaldings District ternant producers showed higher values
thar praducing farmers in farm implements, wanes, ail farm
praducts, fertilizer, Irish and sweet potatcoes, hay, awnd
especially market garde¥§;and milk. The Spaldiwvgs tenanté,
inm fact, produced all of the districtis milk.

R final table orn ocwner and ternant agricultural
praductiocem in Oxonm Hill arnd Spaldings Districts in 1880,
Table 31, separates farm owners from all Ffarmers (which
ivicludes temants) for puwpnsés of comparing farm ocowners and
farm tEﬂ;htS more accurately. The patterns do rnot change
drastically, but some differentials expanded. Average taotal
and improved acreage held by cwners was slightly higher than
averages which included tewmants inm their calculations. Farm
values, however, were much higher, rising  from  $2, 294 to

%2, 474. ARverage tenant farms, then, were only 75.3 percent
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In

most categories the differerntial between farm owrners and

e e e T

tenants {Eiﬁi? in favor of the owﬁews whern compared to the
differential between all farmers and ternants. In market
garderning, rye, CorT cats, tobaccecio, Irish and sweet
potatoes, and hay, however, the differential widerned in
favor of the tenants. As indicated earlier, +this suggests
that avefage ternants were more market—oriented than average
farmers. In Spaldings the same pattern is evident, althaough
the charnge in the différehtial was less, generally, thanm in
Dx&n Hill. In average farm values, for  example, Spalding
tenants fell fwam 83.5 percent of all farmers to 8&.7
percent. The lesser differential 1w Spaldings indicates
that the terants in the district tended to be more
economically equal to farm owners tharn in Oxor Hill.

The higher values in Spaldings District when caMpéred
‘to Oxor Hill may reflect the different racial
characteristics of the two regions,. Fully 100 percent of
Spaldings terants were white, compared to only 73.0 percent
in Oxcr Hill. Qhohg Oxorm Hill's 27.0 percent blacks, 16. 2
percent were listed on the 1880 cernsus as black and 10.8
percent as mulatto. It should be rinted that three of the 31
Spaldirngs ternants and four of the 41 Oxon Hill ternarnts

listed on the agricultural census could rnot be found on the
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population cernsus, perhaps because they did not reside on

the land being farmed. The percentage of black arnd mulatto
tenants, £7.0, was an under-representaticon of the Oxon. Hill
population, where 34.4 percent was black and 6.3 percent
mulatto (1880: Frince George? s County Maruscoript
Agricultural and Population Censuses).

Table 32 demonstirates the manner in which blacks were

under—-represented among Oxon Hill  farmers (which includes

ternants) arcl aover-represented Amarig farm laborers.
Mulattoes were slightly over-represented among farmers. In
Spaldings, where none af the  ternants were black,

uﬂdér*representatimh among farmers was even greater thanm in
Oxon Hill, with farm laborer representation about the same.
Mulattoes were under-represented among farmers and, like
biacks, ovaer-represented  among  farm  laborers. Table 33
sumnmarizes the patterns.

-

3. Summary

The dominant trend in Maryland agriculture after the
Civil War was toward greater diversificatiorn. DOur knowledge
of state-wide trends is incomplete, but the pattern in
Frince George’s County was ummistakable. Research here has
pointed to the variations within the county, as areas mnore

accessible to whan markets shifted even more rapidly from
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traditiomal reliance on the tobacca staple toward market
gardening, orchard prodoaction, and dairying. In ;rince
Gearge’s Oxon Hill District, dairying was less important
thar in other districts close to the District of Columbia.
- Livestock and grain tended to shift away from the D. C. area
toward the Patuxewnt River regions,

As iy the South gernerally, the number of farms rose
rapidly. Tenants may have farmed a much higher percentage
of all farms thag before the Civil War, although the lack of
data for the period’ before 1880 makes such statements
impaossible to verify. Clearly, more black tenants appeared
after 1860. The impact of Maryland’s large free black
populaticon on tewav@ patterns and on  agriculture gernerally
is unclear. Noor da we kna; the degree to which white
tenancy prevailed before 1880, The total white domimnmance Gf
ternancy in Spaldings District in 1880, morecver, sugpgests a
Sém@what different agricultural pattern in  that district
wher eampared to Oxorn Hill, whgwe 27,0 percent of tenarts
were black or mulatto in 1880,

PFrince George'ls County endured declining land values
after the Civil War, but not all regions of the county saw
this decline. MocCauley calculgtes that the districts
closest to the D. C. boundary experienced gains, owing to
the advantage of accessible markets for truck, orchard, and

dairy products. Despite proximity to D. C., however, Oxen
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Hill District farmers did rnot appear to prosper in relation

to some of the other districts. Still, both Oxon Hill and

the county were growing in  absoclute  terms, albeit at an-

L unever rate within the various categories of production.
Despite the Civil War, the agricultural ecornomy was in  much

better conditior than in 1840,

_ ||
Dxmﬁ Hill Marmor Since the American Revolutior ?z%/\(;QSZﬁZ )y

1. Imtroduction

This section of the report examines specific
developmerts at the Oxowr Hill Marnor site since the American
Revolution and, wherever possible, attempts to relate
charnges to regional and statewide trends. It is divided
into four distivct chranqlagical periocds. The Walter Dulany
RAddison pefiod witressed the aecline of the estate and its
eventual sale to the Berry family in 1810. The Thomas Berry
pericd coincides roughly with the antebellum years between
1810 and 1860. The 1850 census provides the first

- comprehensive data onIonn Hill Marnor as an  agricultural
estafe, while tax assessment and other records round out
Berry?s overall social and ecornomic position. The section
on Thomas E. Berry, 1860 to 1888, begins with BRerry's

possible occcupancy of the estate before the Civil War and




examines his relati?ﬂship to the manor until its sale in
1888. Although Berry died in 1879, the estate was held in
trusteeship util its sale in 1888. The last sub-secticon
deals with the bfeakwup of  the estate into smaller  farm
uhits,Aa process which had began in the late 1870s. Because
the marnor house buwened in 18935 and because the property lost
its integrity as a '"plantation” unit, the latter periad
- receives only minimal attertion and closes with a  brief
discussion of Sumner welles’s ﬁew Oxory Hill  Marnaore, located

ot a section of the old Oxon Hill Manor property.
2. The Walter Dulany Addison Years, 1793-1810

Despite litigation Cawfied ort in his name in the 1770s
and ;7805, Walter 'Dulahy Addison apparently had little
invoelvemernt with Oxon Hill Marnor until he and his rnew wife,
Elizabeth Dulany Hesselius, moved from Harmony Hall 1w 1793
(Murra%ﬁ 189?/:p\.136). His presence in the 1790 cersus as E><j
the urmarried cwner of 20 slaves indicates that he had
returned  to Maryland  from  England, where he had been
attending schaool (17390 C@nsuﬁ/tgu FE) . Fraom the outset,
Addison seemed disinterested in ma&naging the estate, at

./‘
" least along the lines of his father. Murrayspoints cout that

N

Addison was an especially picus individual who was impatient

of the social activities amd obligations of his  rank. He
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refused ta attend the theater or balls, and found  the
expense of Oxcorn Hill an iﬂéreasihgly araying burden. The
house, Murray explains, "was gernerally full of guests"
(Mur‘r*ay/ 1895%‘;-&, 136).

Addison also began to rid himself of some ‘af his
property. Sometime scon after he moved into Oxon Hill  in
1793, perhaps irn 1794 or even latery, he gave approximately
400 acres of Oxorn Hill (part of his &€18-acre Hart FPark tract

~— see Figure 5) to his mother. Murray claims that his
mother's estate "had become sericusly embarrassed. . .owing tao
thé mismamnagement of his 5tep~FatHéP,“ Thomas Harnsoor
(Muwra{/ lagg/ﬂppr B?“?Q). She anmd her husband sold the
tract in 1797 to Nathaniel Washington (MHR, Land Record, JRM
6/Z$u_80, October 3, 1797), but Washirgton sald the property
back to Walter Addison in 1803 (MHR, éﬁnd ﬁ?cords, JR 10
AL le)aﬁé~ﬁh 145, Jarn. 18, 1803 and March 12, 18a03).

In 1797 Walter Addison also sold twa  other parts  of
Oxor Hill Marnor. He sold 500 acres of the Locust Thicket
and Discontent tracts (see Figure 3) to his brother, Heriry
Addison, and a taotal of 865;27# acres {(parts of Oxon Hill

— |
Marncr and Force) to Nicholas Lingan. Murra states that
Walter '"gave" the S00 acres to Hernry because his  younger
braother had rnot beern provided for in his father®s will. Her
statement is true in spirit, since Walter made the

transacticon cut aof "lave and affection”; but he did ask a

°<
©
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- relatively namiﬁal 300 pounds for the land (MHR, Land

Records, JRM Q,“Vu‘173, Oct. &, 1797} Muwrax/ 189@,1ﬁ{ 90) . >Z

The part of the acreage sold to Nichaolas Linganm and  taken

from Oxor Hill Manor was rnot specified,  but it can be

appraximated by rnoting that Force had only a total of 54

'acreg. Addisorn must have sold at least 215.§Zﬁf acres (369%2/”><

&F4% minus 54 acres) of the Oxon Hill Manar acreage although

the actual acreage was larger because he sold Gnly_ part af

Forece (MHR, Land Records, JRM G/t}g 86, Oct. 27, 1797). A ><i
By 1797, fAddisorn had sold or given away almost 1, 300 of

the rnon—dower lands of Oxorn Hill  Manor. Scometime before

1782 his unecle, John Addison, had received 1cmr??;ar” acres, ><

thereby reducing Walter'’s holdings to 3,562}?}}4’ of the ><

original 3,663 acres. Not counmting his mother’s  dower,

Walter cwned E,734?%/ﬂ'acres. In 1790 he scld 65 }/Q’ acres ><C%\

to Peter SBavary for 308 pounds. This tract came from the

original Locust Thicket grant to the sauth of the marnor

house. Savary had already purchased the '"Lodge", a house

and lgndé owrned originally by John Addisorn and purchased by

the Reverend Jonatharn Boucher. As a Loyalist, Boucher had

had his property confiscated during the Revoclution. Dy~.

William Raker purchased the estate then sold it to  Savary

(MHR, L.and Records, JRM ?/!p;~84, Nov., &, 17953 JRM %/{ e >K{

173, Oct. &, 1797).

Subtracting the rnearly 1,200 acres which Rddiscon had
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sald ta Savary (635 Z#A8r, his braother Herry (3500), arnd jxﬂ

Nicholas Lingan (approximately 215‘S$4ﬂ or had given to his JN
mather (400) from his original 2,7343’3¢ﬂ' non—dower lands, &(
Addison was left with about 1,500 acres (1,552'33/«6 in 1797. %
He was in control of the dower, however, as indicated by his
making varicus leasing arrangements (to be discussed later)
\

and by his occupying the manor house. The documents offer
ro indication of any formal arrangement with his  mother or
5tep~féthev, and he did rnaot  obtain  legal control of the
dower until he purchased it in 1807,

While the fa;egming deed research indicates that
Addison was not averse to dismamtling his father'’s eétate,

it does rnot accurately represent his actual landholdings.

(1]

, S

o

The 1798 Federal Tax fAssessment listed the manor as

I

acres. Since the assessment included the manor house, and

N e
Addisan had sold or given away only 1,040'344% acres of his

thus the 8Z8-acre dower land§,> it can be presumed that \<f/
S %

3,562};/4 acres (3,663 minus 100 344 given his uncle, Johr>><£}(\

fAddison). The approximately 1,300 acres derived from the

deeds is evidently incorrect (MHS, Ms, 1999, 1798 Federal

Tax Assessment, Frince George's County). : -

The tax assessment of 1800 showed Walter Dulany Rddison

o

as the oawner of I,68 ,9)4@ acres at Oxornn Hill Manor,

X £

separated into 1,805#1 = acres valued at 18 shillings and

five pence per acre and 820 acres, clearly the dower, valued

H
i
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at 36 shillings and 10 pernce per acre (MHR, Tax Assessmernts,
Frivnce George's County, 18003 hereafter cited as MHR,
Assessments) . Since no deed transactions had occurred by
ere 1§ ' :
1800, fhave rno explamnation for the increase over the 1798
figure. In 1803 Addison recovered the 400-acre Hart FPRark
tract ocriginally given to his mathef and later sold *ta
Natharniel Washingtor. In 1805 he sold 15 acres of Oxon Hill

Maro to Francis Edward Hall Rozer (MHR, Land Records, JRM

11/'}(3 238, Dec. 5, 1805), In the 1806 tax assessment he
25

is listed as owning E,Bia';}ﬂ ACTes, 19432}fﬂ’acres plus the
Z0—acre dower (MHR, Assessmentsy” 1806).

By 1806, Addisorn was rno longer living at the Oxon Hill
Marcr house. Wheri he refacquirea the Hart Fark tract in
1803 he also decided to move to the residence there. Murray
explains his action as based on three factors: first, his
dislike for the humid climate at Oxon Hill  because of its
praximity to the Potomac; second, his discomfort with the
expense and social whirl around the house; and, third, his
desire to apen a school at the Hart Park location. The Hart
Park residernce was Beimg altered, Murray explains, to make
it similar in size to Oxon Hill. Addison operned the school
in 1804 (Murray, 1895, . pp. 119-120.

7T
" Inm 1807 Addison purchased the dower  from his  mother,
Rebecca Hansorn, and his stepfather, Thomas Hawkins Hanson,

fmw(}ﬁ,EOD. The dower was listed as approximately 820

furs
an
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X
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acres, the same as in the tax assessments (MHR, Land
Records, JRM 1%/}p. 205, March 12, 1807). In 1808 the $00 *7<:
acres sold to his  brother, Herry, in 1797 was sald by
Hermy?s estate to Captain William Marbury Fozij;,SOO. Herry \><r
had djed recently and his property was being sold to  cover

debts (MHR, iLand Records, JRM 1&, p. 462, Jar. 25, 1808).

The 1809 tax assessment showed Walter Dulany RAddison as
Wi g E,BOE}kfz acregE]e,QBE acres plus the 820-acre dawew.)(i\
This was anly 10 acres less than the 1806 assessment listing
(MHR, ste%shentﬁ/ 1809). ><{

By the close of 1810 wélter Dulany Addisorn had lost all |
of the E,BOEzéjﬁ/acres except for 786#1/4/acres. The salEE%(\J
of 1,388 acres, including the Oxorn Hill Manor house, to
Zachariah Berry in 1810 accounted for the bulk =of the 1,474

lost, but the deeds do rot  indicate the marmer in  which

Addison soald the other 146 acres. The 1810 assessment,

however, names the tracts of land held by the listed

landowners, and from these records we can determine, more or

less accurately, the dispersal of the original Oxonm Hill

Marnor as of 1810, Following the sale of the manor house to

Zachariah Rerry the distribution of the Oxeri Hill Manaor

4
tracts was:

14

Walter Dulany Addiscon .- 786‘3/4 acres

=8

G

Zachariah Rerry - 1,




John Bayne - =15

Charles Beall ("caolared") = 75

1%
Dr. Samuel DeButts - 257" vrh
Francis Kirby - a3z (Hart Park)
Daniel Moseley o 10
Capt. William Marbury ne S00
Samuel Ridout - 816

1

Jaseph Thomas - 18 1A

%%

Toatal 3, 796" 349 acres

Learmict account for the 3,796 374-acre figure's being

than the criginal 3,663 acres. [:;is possible that

L
Kirby's 532 acres included part of the "Hart Park" grant
which was not in the original Oxonm Hill Manor. Alsa, the

1810 assessment was not necessarily accurate in all details
(MHR, ﬂssessments, 18103 MHR, Land Records, JRM 13f PR 625,
627, March 16 and 17, 1810).

By 1810 Addison was living in Georgetown, although he
still owned the 786JZI4 acres of Oxorn Hill Manor. He sald
328 of those acres to Ebsworth Bayne in 1817, thereby

1%
reducing his haoldings to 458'L/4’acr85 (MHR, Land Records,
JRM lz/ﬁpﬁ. 146, 242, Jan. 1, 1817). Bayre built a home at
this location, about one-half mile southeast of the manor

house, and named the estate "Mount Salubria’. It became the

residence of his son, Dr. John Bayne, in 1841 whern Rayne
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moved into the home with his rnew wife, Harriet Addison, the
riece of Walter Dulany Addiscon (ClapE:'62%11ﬁ7‘1ﬂﬂT‘*ﬁah&&$%y
1938/'-15,. 6.

Betweernn 1818 and 1820 Walter Dulany Addison sold his
remaining 45832f# acres of the origival Oxern Hill Manor.)K(
The 18&& tax assessment lists nine and possibly cmits a
ternth individual who collectively owned approximately 2,113
acres of Oxon Hill. Adding Zachariah Rerry’s 1,388 acres

brinmgs the total to 3,441 acres. I carmmot account for  the
; T

Mmissing
tke Addisaon family, some of whom still lived near the Oxon
Hill Marnor estate, had given up DﬂE) of  Maryland’s largest
slave plantations inm the 30 years between 1793, when Walter
Dulany RAddison tock over the estate, and '1830 (MHR,
Assessments, 1818-18&2).

Although Addisorn slowly divested himéelf of his Oxan
Hill Maror estate, he remained arn exceptionally wealthy
individual. Tax assessments and other records provide same
indication of his abscolute wealth as well as his relative
economic standing within the county. In 179¢ Addisorn cwned
20 slaves, but we have no comparative data to place that
number in perépective. In 17396 he owned only severn slaves,

valued at SEI4 poFds, and  anm  additonal [ £245 personal

property, for a total of Cj%S? personal property. Within k7[

Fiscataway and Hyrnson Hurndreds, Oxar Hill Marnor's

It is sufficient, however, to note that /%zi




administrative urmit, average slave awnership was 8.5 per
assessed individual. In the county the average was 6.8,
Rverage total personal wealth in Piscataway and Hyrnson  was
146 pounds, about ore-third of Addisor’s total.  The county
average was 173 pounds. The wealthiest arealaf the county
in 1726 was the Collingtorn/Western Branch Hundreds unmit
where Zachariah RBerry resided. Averange .Slaveholdings were
10.8 and averapge total personal wealth 315 pounds (MHR,
ﬂ%sessment%/ 1796) .

Because of his encrmocus estate, Addison far outstripped

0

, O30 acres

{u

average property owners in Ffrince George' s. His

in 1796 was valued at (j)D,QSI, almost twenty times the

district (piscataway/Hynsan) average cd’(}ﬂ@ and the county
average of /&£4193. The acreage was only about tern times the
=
district 378-acre average and ten times the county 35l-acre
average, indicating that his land was considerably more
valuable than mast. Since he was a relatively small
slaveholder, RAddisorn was not  among the wealthiest county
residents in persornal wealth. Herry Rozer, his neighbor  to
the south, c:wnad., G4 personal property. Harmah West, i
Hing George/Grubb Hundreds, CWYIE <524,ES9, including 113
slaves. Zachariah Berry owned s 673 P s persornal
property, with 358 slaves. Addison’s real estate, however,
made him the wealthiest landowrner in the county, Fallﬁwed by

Thomas 8Briowden atZQB,B?B. Several individuals cwned larger

187
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acreages tharn Addison, yet rnone had lands worth as  mueh  as
the Oxon Hill Manor estate (MHR, Qasessmemti/ 1796) . \F

Our best physical picture of the estate after the 1775
inventory comes from the 1798 Federal Tax Assessment. It
described the house as two stories, 66.by 36 feet in size,
with 45 windows. Near the house was a &1 by 30 foot kitchen
and two stables each 21 by 30 feet. Rll of these structwres

bH-gcre ,

stocd on a 1Y iAE=acre plot. The house and the three
"outhouses" were valued at $2, 000, The estate alsa included
20 "dwelling houses", presumably slave quarters or tenant
houses or both. Valued at less tharn $100 total, they could
not have beern very attractive buildings. The estate listed
14 slaves, severn more than in the 1736 tax assessment. Half
of the slaves were under 12 years of age (MHS, Ms. 1999,
1798 Federal Tax Assessment, Prince George's County).

In 180@ Addisorn owned 12 slaves according to the tax
assessment, only seven according to the 1800 Cg;nsus (1800
égensu?/;p\ 3205 MHR, stessment%/ 1800). The county average
in 1800 'was 13.3 slaves per owner and the medianm 6.0, S
Addison was still among the tap half of all slaveowrners.,
Almost half of all county househalders, 46.5 percent, cowned
no slaves, and slave ocownership was extremely concentrated.
Less than 10 percent, 9.5 percent; of all slavehaolders ocwrned

41.8 percent of all slaves; the bottom 48.8 percent held

only 11.7 percent. The wide gap between the median and the




average for the county points to the fact that several
individuals cwred large rnumbers 'Of slaves. Hannéh West
cwrned 155 slaves, John‘WaFiﬂg 105, Zachariah Rerry owned 88
slaves in 1800, makihg him the seventh larpest slavecwrner irn
the county. Despite these slave mumbers, it is sobering to
rnote that Robert Carter of Nomini Hall, Virginia, owned 3509
slaves whern he beganm freeing them in 17391 (1800 Cemsué/: ot 5</
198-210, 2z4). |

By 1806 Addisaors had lost some of his real estate, but
cont inued to ranmk first in the county because of the high
value of Oxor Hill Marnor, He had also incoreased the value
of his persomnal property to (£780, although he owned cnmly 10 YL
slaves. While many other planters rarked well above him  in
personal proaperty and slaves, he was still well abaove the

county averapges of (£243 personal  property and 6.5 slaves

KX

(MHR, Assessmentsy 1806). Ry 1810, the year he sold the
Dxmn'Hill Marncr house, Addisorn was no lmnéer listed in the
ta# asgsessments o the census. In, 1809, haowever, his
E,&OEffT#‘acres at Oxory Hill conmtinued to rank him first  in >K:
real estate value. Personal property calculations suggest
same deterioration of the county economy, perhaps reflective
of the general malaise in aé\"‘icl.‘lltl.l\)“‘e. Average persanal
property had declined men(}%E i 1806 to é&KH i 1809py:\<
although Addison’s persomal property had risen fwmméé}&@ to \7(

(:200 pourncls. The rumber of  slaves in Fiscataway/Hynson :%:




Hurdreds had fallew from 1,366 to 1,488, but the average per
aowner had increased from 4.2 to 4.5 slaves. 0On the verge of
selling his valuable Oxar Hill Mancor property, Walter Dulany
Addisorm remained one of the wedlthiest men in the county in
1809 (MHR, stessmenti/ 1806, 1809).

The relatively small rnumber of slaves at Oxon Hill
Maror during Walter Dulany Addisonts ternure supports  the
noticn that he wéﬁ 1é55 active and less interested as a
manager of his plantation than his father. While the
documentation is not conclusive, it appears that he may have
relied more on tenant arrarngements thanm on direct slave
marnagement to proaduce an income from the estate. Frevious

commentary has indicated that Walter's father arnd perhaps

the earlier manor cwrners commohly leased lands to  tenanmts.
Muwrayxggbavts the presence of "many ternants" at  Oxon Hill
in the 1790s, one of whaom, Joseph Thomas, was the operator
of the Oxor Hill Ferry, called "Thomas® Ferry." Figwe 5

refers to the "Berry Lahd,” and Figure 13 shows fhe location
of the ferry in 1798 (map from Frii%/ 19€8a). A 1797 deed
also refers to the site as "Thomas! Ferry," although deeds
from 1801 and 1806 use simply "The Ferry" to describe the
leased area. Thomas appears tao have rented the ferry site
plus 20 adjoining acres, although he alsc leased land and
possibly operated a second ferry at the south ~end of the

"ashen swamp'" which appears on the map in Figwe 5. The
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earlier lease of Oxarn Hill Mawmor to Lecrniard Marbury refers

to a landing at this point at the mouth of Susqueharnna Creek
on dower land. No acreages in Thomas? leases were specified
in the deeds (MHR, Land %ecards, JRM %/; b 86, Oct. 27,
17973 JRM 3/:h¢ 20, July 7, 18015 JRM laf}ﬁ\ 379, Jar. 4,
1806) .
Addison also leased a larpge section of Oxonm Hill  Marnore
;~ 800 acresl— to John and Esswmrth Bayrne in 1798. Referred
to as the "plantation on which John Bayrne now lives," which
suggeafs a previous lease, the land was rented for(iﬁ@@ and
for the lifetime of the longer—-lived of the two lessees.
Restrictions included keeping the houses, bulildings, fernces,
arid impraovements in "tenarntable repair’" (MHR, Land Records,
JRM %/13‘ 331, May 9, 179835 JRM 16;,~.~|@..L 90, Feb. i, 1814).
Aricther Addison lease was to Johnm Davies in 1801,
Davies rented "the marsh lanmd of Oxan Hill Marnor  lying
immediately on the [Fotomac Riverd bounded on the orne side
by thé said Piyer aﬂdl o the wother by the fields of
[Susgqueharma Creekl and Douglass. " Douglass was probably
ancther tenant. The Davies’ﬁ lease had a cleéw
developmental orientaticrn, calling for him to reclaim part
of the marsh land by building & bank from the southwest
corner of the estate at "Mr. Rozerts fernce" to the mouth of
Susqueharma Creek by 1805. The lease was to run foro 21

years, and it stipulated that Davies was to grow timothy,
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ryegrass, and clover only after the lease had run 10 years.
The intenticn of this requirement regarding greern manures is
unclear, as are the exact boundaries and monetary terms of
the agreement. No mometary terms were mentioned, although
DaQies was to receive title.ta two acres of land near  Mr.
Rozer's ferce as long as he upheld the yérms. The }ease
also referred to the renting of an unspecified acreage to
Francis Kirby wnear the mocuth of Susqueharma Creek and to his
road rights te a demised "Wood Landing” in the area.
References to several fishing houses and fishing landings.
did rot elaborate (MHR, Land Records, JRM 8/1pf 520, July 7,
1801) .
No other leases by Walter Dulany Addison appear  among
the land records or in other sowces. Since Murray believed .
that the estate had "marny tenants," it seems probable that
Addison made oral arrangements with a rnumber of other
individuals. Thomas, Rirby, and John Rayrne, alsc  purchased
parts of the estate at some urnspecified time. In 1808
Captain William Marbury, perhaps a relative of a former
marncr ternant, Leonard Marbury, bought the 500 acres which
, Addison had sold to his brother, Herry Addison, in 1797
\;/Leu)o‘-(\'\‘ Bayne bought 328 acres in 1817 when he terminated
the 1798 lease. If Walter Addison earrned substantial income
Frﬁm his leases, the records do not show it Evidence

suggests the contrary, since his personal property did not




increase very rapidly and since he pgradually sold his real
property.

Irn her 1895 boock, Murray fepowted that Rddisorn decided
to free his slaves in 1798, as indicated in a 1798 will in
her passessiaﬁ in 1835. Women were to be freed at age &0
and men at age 28. She also informs us  that his decision
was very unpopular and very damaging to the agricultural
suceess of his estate. The best workers were last, she
said, leaving only the "old, helpless, and young slaves”
(MurraX/ 1895, tppn 1285133, 132).

Although Addison owned 20 slaves in 17930, he still
aowned 14 in 17398 and 10 in 1809. The records iﬁdiéate that
he did free two slaves in 1801, orne of whom was rented to
Frederick Koornes, a tavern keeper at Piscataway (MHR, L.and
Records, JRM %‘;ﬁk 476, April 9, 1801). The declirne from 14
te 10 slaves, however,  does not indicate that he moved
quickly to free his slaves, if at all, although his slaves
may rot yet have reached the requisite ages by 1809,

Marumission was clearly in the air during these years.
In PMrince George's County the rnumber of free blacks rose
betweerr 1800 and 1810 from only &48 to 4,929 iﬁzé/T;ble 15).
Still, the gerneral picture which emerges fraom Addison’s

years at Oxorn Hill Marnor is one of disinterest. He did nroaot

hodd lérg@ numbers of slaves relative to his potential. He

slowly sold parts of the estate, evern while he was arranging
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for land reclamatiorn. He left the manor house in 1803 or
1804 to start a school at ancther residernce on thg) estate,
perhaps leaving the manor house vacant. Mm*r“as/;a’l’c_;c- paoints
cout that Addison was not a good manager of his money. He
made a rumber of poor investments, she notes, and would not
use the proceeds from the sale of the estate in 1810 wisely.
Addison’s attitude toward Oxon Hill Manor must have been
ambivalent. Although quoted as saying "Rejoice with me, I
am relieved of a great burden" when the house was sald in
1810, his wife Elizabeth had beern buried at the Oxon Hill
‘cemetery in 1808 and Addison himself asked to be buried at
Oxcrm Hill when he died in 1848 (Murwa%/ 189?/: e 125133,
157, 191).

Although the documentation is rot adequate to present a
complete picture of Oxon Hill Manor during Addison’s tenure,
certain conclusions seem justified. Direct management of a
large slave population was not his approach, unlike previous

CWNers. Numercus tenants lived on the estate, some of whom,

like the Bayrnes, were moderate slave owners. In 1798 John
Bayrne ocwned 15 slaves, Ebswarth Bayrne severn (MHR, MS. 1998,
1798 Federal Tax Assessment, Frince George's County) .

Addison displayed some interest in  improving the estate,
indicated by his "developmental" lease to John Davies in
1801. Yet he slowly sold the lands and chose not to live at

the mancr house after 1803. Addison’s financial
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difficulties may have reflected the gereral agricultural
prablems of the periad. The decline irn tobacco’'s success,
owirng in part to soil exhausticn, may have daﬁaged lacal
agricultuwre. The rumber of élaves declined in the
Fiscataway/Hynson Hundreds from 2,961 in 1726 ta 1, 3566, a
47.1 percent decline which was far greater than the. 11.6
percent for the county (MHR, stessmemti/ 1795, 1806) . It
is possible that the manor and its immediate region suffered
everr more  thanm other parts of the cuuntx’éuT—égthout
agwicultural producticon  data o private papers ¢1$ﬁ7 &5
impossible to determine. Whatever his motivations ol g
difficulties, Walter Dulany RAddison had soald maost of the
criginal 3,663 acre estate by 1810 and would sell the
remainder by 1820.

3

3. The Thomas and Zacharia Berry Years, 1810-1860.

Evaluation of the Oxon Hili Marnor site during the
rnineteenth certury antebellum years i1s complicated by the
fact that the ocwrner of the estate until 1845, Zachariah
Beryvry (1749-1845), did rnot reside at the marnor; rather, his
youngest son, Thomas Berry (1781-18354), lived at Oxecn Hill
Fram 1812 until his death in 1854. Thaomas irherited the
property from Zachariah on his father’s death inm 1848, He

apparently bequeathed 1t to his sco, Thomas E. EBerry
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Got)

(1815-1879) , although  the details/ on transmission are
u.nc:er*tain since he died (Bae Figure 14). T )(
examine ownership patte%ns, ther, involves some awareness of '
the difference between cwrnership and occuparcy. While we
can determine a good deal about the social and economic
status of Zachariah and Thomas Berry in this period, we krnow
relatively little about land use and labor patterns. The
analysis must rest heavily on data onm slave cwners at the
estate and on Berry’s agricultural producticon in 1830.

When Zachariah Berry purchased Oxorn Hill Manor in 1810,
he was already a well-to-do planter in the Westerrn Eranch
/Collingtcer Hundred Unit, Prince George’s County, where he
cwrned 2,8955}71 acres of land valued a%{%%,i&i. This amount
of real property made him the second wealthiest landowrner in
the Collington/Western Brarnch Hundreds, where average real
property waECé;BS. Berry also cwned lanmd (242 acres) in New lDXf
Scatland/D&;n/Bladensﬁurg Hundreds (not separated) in  1810. -
His personal property at his home plantation in Western
Brarnch Hundred, called '"Corncord and Outlet Enlarged, "
included 37 slaves (€1,/3753) and other property (livestock, :><:
securities, plate, gold  and  silver watches, household

furniture) valued altogether at/ £2,313. This total made himE(i

the wealthiest householder, in terms of personal  property,
irvi Collington/Western Branch Hundreds. The, £3, 319 was over 5(;

six times thef £391 average for the two Hurndreds, and his 57Qx<’
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slaves were about five times the 11.6 average. Taken

together, his real and persomal property made him the second
wealthiest individqal in Collington/Western Branch Hundreds
(MHR, stessmentif 18103,

The 1811 tax assessment separated Berry’s 1,328 acres
at Oxor Hill Manocr into two units, 449 acres valued at 46
shillings per acre and 879 acres valued at 96 shillings per
acre, for . a total value of é),@?ﬁ. The larger units X:
undoubtedly ircluded the manor house, and EBerry apparently
had added 59(%5@%%%é:g£wes ta the B8f0-acre former dower ><:
land. Only Ed;;;d Hermy Calvert ocwred property valued
higher tharn Oxorn Hill Manore in 1811, The average real
property value per assessed owner in Discataway/Hynsoﬂ
Hundreds in 1811 was(:%54, less than 10 percent of Oxon Hill >4.
Maror?s value. Rerry listed.na persornal property' at Oxon
Hill in 1811, suggesting that the house may have been vacant
(MHR, stessmeht%/ i811). Most of the individuals who had
purchased parts of Oxon Hill Mancre by 1811 were small or
moderate slave owners. Johr Rayne owned five 51a§es ana
(9558 of perscnmal  property and Joseph  Thomas held eight )(
slaves and()hﬁs of persconal property. Dr. Samuel DeRutts 3(
had 13 slaves and(%hﬁe Ewaperty, Francis Kirby ‘GWﬂEd 15 )<
slaves and(:»EB property, William Marbury =3 slaves'and<j¥7q>('>§
praperty, and Samuel Ridout 11 slaves and %ﬂSG pesads 'cﬁ’kf

property. Charles Beall, a black or mulatto, ‘awned  no
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slaves andd /43 pewmes property. Average slave haoalding in D(f/
the district in 18039, two years earlier, had been 4.5 slaves -
ard 01 personal property, indicating that most of the s(/
purchasers were economically better off than the average
huuéeholder (MHR, stessmewtiy:1809‘¢1811). \EK//
In 1812 Thaomas Berry, Zachariah’s 3l-year aold son, tock
up Pesidénce at Dxon Hill Manor. Although Zachariah
continuwed to be listed as the owner, Thomas had brought nine
slaves and Z?Si? total persomal  property to Oxon Hill. \zf
Thomas does not appear in Prince George's County census  or
tax assessmernts before léIE, s 1t is probable that he had
been residing ocutside the county (MHR, QSSEBSMEﬂt%K 1813).:¥f
By 1815 Berry owrned 1& slaves and personal property  worth
%1, 597. In the same year, Berry married Mary Williams,
daughter of a wealthy planter, Thomas d{ Williams. Wheri her
fatﬁer died in 1819, she and Thamas ierry irherited four
separate properties totaling 776£é7ﬁ acres in New Cx(
Scatland/Gxan/BladEﬂsburg Hﬁndréds . {(rnarth o f
Piscataway/Hynsorn Hundreds in Frince George's C&unty). They
probably inherited the propertyn in 1820, the same year
Rerry’s personal praoperty mushraa%ed ga 43 Slgves and
$4, 161. The real property assessmeﬂé( for 1820 has been
last, but the 77633/ﬁ acres appear in the 1821 real prmperty7%<;

assessment. By 1828 ERerry had reduced the four properties

to one 650—acre estate called "Seat Pleasant,"” presumably
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the former site of Thamas‘ O. Williams’s home plantatioé
{MHR, stessment%/ 1815-1828; Land Records, JBERE 5/3 =T 1(.')E.,I><i:_~
Nov. 10, 1847).

In 1825 the tax assesswments benan to list Oxon Hill
Maricr under THomas Berry, rather thah uﬁdev Zachariah.
Sirnce Zachariah bequeathed Oxon Hill to Thomas in his  will
in 1845, we know that Thomas had rnot  become the owner in
1823 (Frirnce Georpge's County Cagvthause (FGCCY - Wills, . C.

i, iBi;(:ppr 284—-2893). By 18253, - moreover, Zéchariah had ><f
accumulated 1,665 additional acres in Piscataway/Hynson
Hurndreds, had expanded his haldings in Caollington/Western
BErarch Hundreds, and had added over 1,400 acres in
Mattapony/Washington/Frince Frederick Hundreds. Ancther
chaﬁge in 1825 was Thomas Rerry's listing of slaves and
ather pewsanél praperty at both Dgaﬂ Hill and Seat Fleasant,
the latter being his prapervty in New
Scmtlaﬂd/Gxaﬂ/Eladengburg Hurndreds. His 49 slaves were
divided between the twa areas, 21 at Oxon Hill and EB at
Seat Pleasant. The fact that he listed “piate“ cnly at Oxon
Hill indicates that he continued to reside there (MHR,
ﬂESES%m@ﬂt%/ 1823-1825). :75/

Thomas Berry was a successful planter in the 1812 to
1842 pericd. By the latter date he Had added 131Jé 4‘ acres DKL
to his Oxorn Hill praperty, although the rnew properties were

much less valuable per acre. The Oxcrn Hill acreage had been
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divided into an 865—-acre tract valued at $40 per acre and a
443—acwe tract valued at %12 per acre. He had apparently
sold EO of the 1,388 original acres. Berry now Dﬁ%d 3 :>Q~
slaQes at Oxonn Hill, alorng with 17 at Seat Pleasant.
Average slaveholding 1w the Oxorn Hill district, rnow called
Spaldings Eléctian District (#6 -;;k/Figure 115, was only
3.0 per assessed owrner. This low average, and the small
riumber of sléves in the district strongly suggests that the
region had suffered cornsiderable declirne, evenn 1if Berry
himself had rnot. EBerryls taotal perscomal weaith; including
40,743 in lands and his wealth in slaves, private
Securitieé, livestock, household furniture, plate, and gold
and silver watches, was valued ét $55, 424, This was aver 17
times - the average $3,171 value of personal wealth in
Spaldings District (MHR, stessmemt%/ 1842 . t}<:
At Seat Fleasant in the Bladensburg Electionm District
(#2), Berry held 533 acres, 17 slaves and $16,165 taotal
persornal wealth. Average slavehalding in RBladensburg was
J.9 slaves; average personal wealth ;6,036. Bevéy’s Fathew;
Zachariah, alsa in Rladensburg, cwrned '4,862 acres, 35
slaves, and $65,3510 total persomal wealth. Only two men,
Otho E. Beall and Thomas EB. Crawfard, cwrned more total
wealth in the district. Immediately behind Zachariah came
his eldest son, Zacharia Berry, Jr. (1781-1859), with 1,089

acres, 29 slaves, and $48, 440 total personal wealth. Orly
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four  men, including his father, were wealthier i
EBladensburg District. Over irn District 7, Queen Arme’s, the
future heir of Oxon Hill Mancr, Thomas E. BRerry (1815-1879),
had already built a sizeable estate. EBerry owned 434 acres
at "Partﬁewship," 19 slaves, and $24,708 total personal
wealth. Although wealthy by county—wide standards, he was
living in aidistrict where average slaveholding was 128.6
slaves anic average persoarnal wealth $14, 063 (MHR,
Assessments,y 1843).

Wher Zachariah Berry died in 1845, he left parts of his
estate tao his sons Thaﬁas, Zachariah Jr., ard Washington
(Jereﬁiah had apparently died), to his daughter Mary Beall,
and to various grandchildren and relatives. Zachariah, Jr.
received the Corncord and Outlet Enlarged homeplace, Thamas
the UOxor Hill lands, and Thamas E. Berry, Zachariah, Sr.'s
grandsan, $3, 000, At this time Thomas Berry had 11 slaves,

3593 acres and a total wealth of $14,340 at Seat Pleasant and

1
21 slaves, 1,576 144 acres and $51, 004 total personal wealth[7<

Y
at the Oxon Hill and other District € properties. He had

household furniture in both the Seat Pleasant and Oxon Hill
areas ($150 at Seat Fleasant énd $350 at Oxorn Hill). Tﬁomas
E. Eerry’s FPartrnership estate in Gueen Arme's showed 19
slaves and total wealth of $25, 393, amly a slight change
from 1842 (MHR, stesamenti/ 18453 PGCC, Wills, F.C. 54

184%y;pp. 284-289),
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In 1847 Thomas Berry's Seat Pleasant estate showed
5
considerable ircrease aover 1845, He had added 658=47¢ acres
(Sewalls Enlarged) inherited from Zacﬁariah Bervry, Sr. ard
had irncreased his slaveholdings from 11 tao 24. Most of éhe
Jincrease in slaves probably came  from the 15 slaves he
received from Zachariah's estate. Thomas BRermry?!s total
weaith at Seat Fleasant and Sewalls Ewnlarged was $25,611, up
aver $10, 000 fram the'$14,540 in Rladensbuwrg District in
1845, and total personal wealth of $50,é§4, dowrnn slightly
from the $51,004 in 1848, He continued to be the‘wealthiest
hauseholder in the Spaldings District. Thamas E. Berry'’s
Fartrmership estate in Queen Arme’s was identical to the 1845
estate (MHR, nssessments/ 1847).
The year 1847 was also the year irn which Thomas Rerry
separated fraom his wife, Mary Williams Berry. Because of

"urihappy diFFeremcés, the couple sigrned a formal separation
and agreed "to live separate and apart from each other
during the remainder of their lives." Rerry's scn and heir,
Thomas E. Berry, would sign a similar agreement with his
wife, Elizabeth Eerry, in 1874. The 1847 settlement
arranged for Mary to take full possession’ of  the Seat

Fleasant property, "for the most part” the same land she had

ivherited from her father in 1820. She also received &3

G

slaves, 40 hogs, 30 sheep, 8 aoxer, 10 cows, 3  horses,

carts, 30 hogsheads of tobacco, 100 barrels of caorn, &00




bushels of wheat, a carriage and hofses, some "plows  and
gears,“)and the cat and rye currently planted. She was
residing at Beat Fleasant at the time  (MHR, Land Records,
JEE 5{ s 10&, Nav. 10, 1847), D£
The items listed in the settlement between Thomas and
Mary Berry in 1847 indicates that they practiced somewhat
diversified farming at Seat Fleasant, rather tharn relying
entirely orn tobacco. The 1850 agricultural census provides
cour first good outline of Berry’s agricultuwral activities at
OXGW- Hill Manov, arnd allows comparisons betwean his
praduction and average and median levels in his district.
Table 34 lists Rerry’s totals against éverage and median
values. Immediately apparent is EBerry's enormnous wealth in
land,  farm value, and livestock. Alsc evident is the fact
that he was rot a tobacco planter. Rather thawm turning to
market gardening as a substitute, Berry appears to have
emphasized livestock, carn) and wheat, and, to & lessér §>1\\
extent, orchard products. His relatively high value af farm
iﬁplements and the large rumber of aoxen probably reflect his
high levels of grain producticon. Insafar as the Spaldings
District was movirg tﬁward market gardeniﬂg, dairying, ard
irncreased tobacca producticn and away  from livestock — - ~><
trends just begirming by 1850 according to the earlier
analysis of district and county trends — - Herry was nat  a ><\

participant. The shift of grain and livestock toward the




Fatuxent, gererally, was rnot apparent at Oxon Hill Manor.
There is little indication of the districtis «—- and the
manor? s« later interest in  Irish and, especially sweet
potatoes.

As Table 34 shows, the 18350 census lists Rerry as  the
cwrner of 887 total acres rather than the 1,308 acres

' . Mt ;s no jmmediqle

recorded by the 1830 tax assessment. Ihave wa  explanation
for the.discvepaﬂcy, except tao note that the 887 écr@s
roughly coincides with the 8685—acre Oxon Hill Marnor  tract
valued at $40 per acre. The other 443 acres was listed
separately and valued at %12 per acre. ERerry may have been
leasing the 443 acres, although no leases by him are
recorded in the county land records. Berry was workivig 24
slaves at the estate in 1850 and his total personal wealth
was $50, 954, District averages were 2.3 slaves per assessed
cwrner and $2, 579 persormal wealth. Rased on his personal
wealth, Berry was the richest man in the district in 1830,
He also owned 658=4/2 acres (Sewall’s Enlarged) in
Bladernsburg District, but he had given up Seat Fleasant, the
24 slaves and other persomal property in the settlemernt with
his wife in 1847. Berry’s older brother, Zachariah EBerry,
Jr. (8r. since 18435), was the wealthiest individual in
Bladensburg District, where he owned 47 slaves, 3,785 acres

of land, and $78,621 total personal property (MHR,

Assessments, 1847, 1830).




Berry’s separation from his wife did not appear to

reduce his social and econamic status to any sigrnificant
degree. Naot Gnly did he hang on to the valuable Oxonm Hill
estate, but he had also beern elected as a magistrate of the
Magis#wate’s Court forr Spaldings Election District in 1845
{MHR, Land Records, JBE .ﬁ/: R &£18, July 12, 1845). ><
Curicusly, however, when he died (rnicstate)in 1854 or 1855 DZ@
his estate was inventoried at only $1,5103 the figure
included two female slaves valued at $1,400, a carriage
worth $50, and two gray horses worth $60 (MHR, Inventories,

WAJ 1/:pr 183, Jarnuary 17, 1833). It is possible that Rerry Tyé;
divested himself of most of his property before his death,
although the records do not indicate any such  fransactions.

Nor can the tax assessments shed any light v the
distribution of his property at his death; ail assessmernts

from 1851 through 1860 have beern last. Wher they Peabp?ar,

in 1861, the ocwner af Oxor Hill  Manor was: Rerry'’s son,

Thomas E. BRerry.
4. The Thomas E. Rerry Years, 1860-1888.

The 1861 tax assessment indicates that Oxon Hill Maror
had passed into the hands of Thomas E. -Berry (1815-1879) by
that date. He probably inherited the estate on his father's

death in 1854 or 1855. PBRerry alsco owned a 600-acre tract,
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"Thamas and Mary, " and a 2il-acre tract, "Fleasant Hill," in
Spaldings District, and he had irnherited 658;T7§‘ acrest%<
(Sewalls Evmlarged) in Rladensburg District. He continuved ta
hold his FPartrnership @sfate in Queen Arme’s, rnow listed as
432  acres rather than 434 as previcusly roted (MHR,
stesgment%m 1861). §><

Determining where Thomas E. Rerry was living in 1861
from the tax assessmént recards is difficult, sirnce both his
Spaldings and QGueen Amme’s properties showed persconal
property. A listing of Berry’s property in 1861 may bé
helpful (MHR, stessmentif 1861) :

End District (Bladensburg)

Sewells Enlarged - 658 ' L/ acres - %6, 5685

No persomal property Tetal & 6,383

6th District (Spaldings)

Oxcr Hill Maror - 865 acres - $34, 600
Oxearn Hill Maﬁaw - 443 acres Sy, 316
Thomas and Mary - 600 acres &, 000
Fleasanmt Hill - 211 acres 2,110
2,119 48, 026

$48, 026
Slaves (55 $8, 420
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Railrcad stock ' 8, 000

Livespock' . ' 1, 844
.Hdusehold furniture 400
Gold and silver watches =25
Dther property ) . ] 500
19,189
$19,183
Total for Spaldings $E7, 215
7th District (Queen Arme’s)
Fartrership - 432 acfes - $17,280 $17, 280
Slaves (46) - %8, 635
Frivate securities | - &30
Livestock - 1,250
Househaold furniture - 500
Flate , - =200
Gold and silver watches - - 100
Other property - S0
11,893 $11.,895

Taotal for 7th District $89,175
Total value of all property $102,975

The tremendous increase in  Thomas E. Berry?'s wealth

177




since the 1830 tax assessmernt was the result of his having
ivherited property from hi5>Father, Thoamas Berry, and  from
his urncle and father—in-law, Zachariah Berry Jr. (Sr. since
1845; eldest sinm of Zachariah Berry Sr.) in 1859, Although
the exact irnheritarnce pattern from his father is unclear, we
kricow from the records that he inherited 8 slaves and $33, 426
in praperty {one—-fifth of the estate) from Zachariah BRerry
Jr. Zachariah Jr. left praperty to Thomas E. Berry and to
Thamas?! wife and Zachariah's daughter, Elizabeth BRerry,
which waould later‘-be divided up at the time of their
separation agreement in 1874, The bulk of Thomas E. Berry's
property, $67,21%5, was in Spaldings District. This wvalue
made him by far the wealthiest householder in the district.
The iBEO cersus indicates that he cwred 55 slaves in  the
district, almost eight times the average of 7.0. His 46
slaves in Queen Arme’s District was only about double the
average of 24 in that wealthier area. Berry’s $67,215
personal wealth in Spalaihgs was over 28 times the average
of $2,382; his $29,173 in Queen Arme’s was about double the
averapge of $12,090 (MHR, Wills, HQJ iligg.iEE; Bowieg 19?5{ 1Dé
B 61 MHR, ﬂssegsmengl 1861; 1850 Cernsus). ;K_
Thomas E. Rerry resided at his estate in Queen Arme's
Distriet, not at Oxorn Hill in Spaldings. SiwceAthe listing
of his property in the tax assessments indicates that he

owned perséﬂal property in both districts, this would be a




difficult conclusion to arrive at from only the assessments.
The only possible clue might lie in the abserice of plate at
the Spaldings properties, since bath  districts list
household furniture and gold and silver watches.

Thg 1860 population census, however, does not irnclude
Thomas E. Berry in the 8paldings ernumeration., He appears
corly in the population census of Queen Anme’ s, Both the
agricultural and slave censuses list him  in Spaldiﬂgs.
Other eviderce that Berry did rnot live at Oxon Hill in the
1850 or later comes from the Chancery Court 1208 insanity
case and from the 1871 tax assessment. Iv the insanity
hearings Berry!s "homeplace! is referred to as  “Ellersbie",
located in Queen Arme’s District. [ That this is the same
praperty as "Fartrership! is indicated by both the insanity
case and by the listing in 1871 of RBerry's 432-acre estate
iv Gueern Arme’s as "Ellersbie”. This is the same tract
which had been referred to as "part of Partrnership” from
1841 orward (186Q7’Cen5u5 (Agriculture) ; 186{2) Census
(FPopulation) 186%:)Cen5u5 (S5lave) ; PGCC, Charcery Papers,
Case #1208; MHR, stessment/ 1841~-1850, 1861, 1871).

The 1860 agricultural census pravides data on  Berry's
agricultural practices at Oxon Hill as well as at Ellersbie
in Queen Arnne!s Distriét. Table ES shows his praduct 1om
levels in the two districts and compares Oxar Hill

praoduction to the average and median for  all  producing
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farmers (owners and tenants) in Spaldings District.

Comparing Thomas E. EBerry's activities to those of his

father in 1850 (Table 34), it appears that by 1860 Berry had

almast doubled the total acréage from 887 to 1,600 and had

increased'impwovéd acreage from 587 to 700.. Alsa, the value

of the farm in 1860 was $66,000, compared to  $40,000 in
Cemed S0Pl T

1850. I Lummasb—e*ﬁ+a+ﬁ:§he differences 1in total acreage qzzo \x/

It is possible that cernsus—takers included different laﬂdgifif;

or that neither cernsus included only the Oxaon Hill Maror

praperty. I any case, Berry by 1860 showed cansiderably

more livestock, and farm implements, and he was producing

tobaceco, unlike his father. The marncor showed no values

under orchard products, market gardening, or Irish potatoes,

although it grew some oats. Bath censuses showed similar

levels of wheat and corn. Regarding diversification, Thaomas

E. Berry grew tobacco and cats at the expense of orchards

and market gardening. Thamas Berry had produced no tobacco,

but had shown valqes iﬁ crchards and market pgardening.

Thomas E. Herry also produced eight times as much hay as his

father. EBerry?!s (Queen Arme’s estate,; Ellersbie, was smaller

and less valuable thanm Oxon Hill Manaor. The striking

differences at this property were the ernormous levels of

tobacea production and'the presernce of values under animals

slaughtered, Irish potatoes, butte$ and sheep. Since the

1839 census year may not have been typical, the most




reliable statistéc ié undaﬁbtedly the stromg orientation
toward tabaccoc. Table 36 shows BRerry’s activities in  Queen
Arme’s in 1550. In that year he was more  diversified than
i 1850, producing more corn, ocats, potatoes, and hay, less
tobacco and livestock. He had owned swivne in 1850, but did
noet in 1860,

Summarizing the agricultural data from 1850 and 1860,

it is clear that livestock, grainm, and to a lesser extent
tabacco, dominated production at Oxon Hill. There is no
discermnible trend toward orchard .production or market

gardening, except in Thomas Berry?’s relatively high market
gardening value in 1850, His son, hawevér, showed rno market
gardenivng in 1860, despite impreésive growth within
Spaldings as & whole (Beé’Table 20 . Moreover, Berry was
less diversified in Queen Arme’s in 1860 than in 1850,
although tobacces was the dominant orop in both censuses.
Since Berry was pﬁaducing arly 4,0QO.pﬁunds of tobaceco
in Spaldivgs in 1860, his laborers clearly were not much
igvalved in the crop. Sirnce he owned 55 slaves in tﬁe
district, most aof his slaves were working in grain  or
livestock activities. This pattern strongly supports the
evidence presented earlier regarding agricultural
diversification in 5t. Mary?’s County and in Green and Orarnge
Counties, Virginia within a more or less stable or growing

slave papulation. Berry's 55 slaves in 8paldirngs worked
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withirn arn agricultural system that produced only 4,000
pounds of tobacco while his 46 slaves in Queen Arme’'s were
imvalved in 60, 000 pournds harvested. of course) Berry may
have hired out some of his Spaldings slaves, a likely
possibility for a slaveocwrner close to a major urban center.
8till, hiring the slaves mereﬁy supports the aforementioned
research which emphasizes the flexibility of slavery within
a diversified agriculture (18642{}3 Census (Paopulationm) j 186%
d Census (élave); MHR, QSSESSMEﬂt?/ i861).

Figures 15 (Mavtenei/ 1861 ) and 16 (Friiif 1968a,p<</

\V

Figure 17) show the lacation of Thomas E. Rerry’s estate in
1861 arnd 1862, respectively. The mancr house was located on
a bluff above the Fotomac, about a mile fram the river. The
Alexandria Ferry, formerly Cliffordi’s (1773-88), Douglas’'s
(1788-93), and Thomas®s (17395-7) Ferry, and called Fox's
Ferry during the Nineéeenth century, was the estate and
local community landing. It had alsc beern the site 0% an
"ordinary'" since at least 17828, and a hotel aoperated there
in the 1860s (Van Harq/’ 197@/4.99. 184-85, 204--5, 2&1). }{{
Figure 16 reveals the extent to which the original manor
praperty was still foreéted. For purposes of comparison
with Figuwe & (17835) it should be recalled that the Rerry

property (1,328 acres) contairned all of the coriginal

8z8—acre dower.

Figuwre 17 (U. 8. Coast SuwvekaIBGE) is the only map ><:\




from before the 1895 fire which indicates the physical

layout of the estate. It dates from 1863. GBiven the large

riumber of slaves and livestock at the estate, the
cutbuildings are probably slave guarters, barns, and
stables. The lack of tabacco prgductién reduces the
probability that they included tobacco barns. The small

structure close and to the north of the maror house may have
beern a deéached kitcgen. The 1arge§, more distant buildings
were probably barms or stables for the 8 horses, 7 mules and
asses, 8 oxen, 7 milch cows, 14 "other cattle, and 100
hogs on the estate in 1860. ‘

Thomas E.  RBerry'!s social and economic status in the
1860s can be determined from the 1861 tax assessment. In
Spaldings District he owned 1;308 acres at Oxon Hill, a
600-acre tract, "Thomas and Mary", and a Zll-acre tract,
"part of Pleasant Hill", all valued at $48, O0Z6. Oxcr Hill
Marcor made up $33,916 of that total. He also aowned 335
slaves, with $8, 420, and %10, 769 additianal persanal
property. His total real and personal estate came to
$67,215, by far the richest in Spaldings. The rnext closest
total was only $13,273. Bewryfs 559 slaves was almost eight
times the average 7 slaves forr Spaldings slaveowrners in
1860, while his $67,E£5 total wealth was nearly thirty times
the $2, 388 averapge for the district (MHR, stessmem&/ i861).

At his Ellersbie home plantation (§9é/E2gure i8), Berry

183

s




./

was camparabl? less wealthy, although only because he owned
anly 432 acres of land, valued af %17, 280, He alsc cwned 46
slaves worth 8,655, and $3, 240 additional personal
property. His total real and personal estate was $29,175,
ranking him only sixteenth in Gueen Arme’s. His 46 sla%es
was about double fhe &4 slave average for the district, and
his $29,1735 total wealth was anly & little more thanm double
the %12, 090 average for Gueen Arnme’s. Clearly, Thaomas E.
!

Berry must have struck a more imposing figure at  Oxon Hill
thanr Ellersbie. This probably explains the referernce to
him as "Thomas E. Berry of onn‘Hill“ in the best pgevnealogy
of the BRerry family (Bowigf 197%,%;4 &1), rather than as
"Thomas E. Berry of Ellevsbi@".

Until 1867, Oxon Hill Marnor continved to be ' listed
under Thomas E. Berry as 1,308 acres divided into 865 and
443—acre units. Valued at 440 and $12 per acre,
respectively, the two units total value was $33,7316. In
1868, haowever, Oxan Hill Manor lands totaled 1,800 acres,
all valued at $30 per acre, for a total of $54,000. Rerry’'s
total wealth in the Spaldings District, including $10, 000
for the S500-acre Thomas and Mary tract, was $64,000, by far
thé richest in the district. - No perisnal property, howeve%,

2

was listed in Spaldings in 1868. Fhaxe o explanation for

the change, although the fact that Ber%y’s eldest san, T.

Owern RBerry (1843-7) appears in Spaldings for the first time
. . [




with #$1,445 livestock is suggestive that his son may have
begurn cccupying the Oxorn Hill property. This possibility is
enhanced by T. Owen's appearing in the 1870 Spaldirgs
agviculturél census as the "owner!" of a $100,000 farm. At

T s v wileely -
age 26,

kT' Ower Rerry was the swedikely "owner!" of an estate
af &, 130 acres with such an encormnous value. It seems clear
gt B ;

that he, like his uncle, Thomas Berry, was residing at his
father's estate (MHR, stessmenfﬁ/ 1861-1868; i870, Frirnce
George’ s Manuscript Agriculture and FPopulaticon Census).
Table 37 shows T. Owen Berry's agricultuwai praduct ion
at Oxorn Hill Marnor in 1870 compared to ~average and median
value for all producing faﬁmers (cwrers and 'tEﬁaﬂtS) in
Spaldings. The ernormous differences betweer Berry’s and the
averages and medians is immediately impressive. The sum
paid for wages, $3,500, and ﬁh@ value of all farm products,
$3, 500, present the impression of & 1arge_'corporate farm.
EBerry was marriéd, had male children aged 3 and 2, and had
two domestic servants and two farm  laborers in his'
househald. Sincg tenant farms were not separated in  the
census until 1880, it is possible that same of the values
included tenant productiong tHat is, production from  which
Berry drew a share or derived an income in cash rent. There
is no way to verify this passiSQiZ Unlike his Fa£her in
1860 (Table 35), T. Owern was involved heavily in  market

gardening. Sweet ard Irish potatoes were probably the basis




of his market gardening. He alsc showed 100 additiomal
improved acres and 550 additional total acres, & large value
for animals slaughtered, much more hay, and 150 éheep. He
produced less wheat than his father and no, tobaccco. Unlike
the district, but like his father, he earrned ro income from
crrchard products. The estate had 242 total livestock,
compared to 144 in 1860, T. Ower had no oxern and fewer hogs
(1870, Prirnce George’s Marnuscript Agricultural and
FPopulation Census). Oxor Hill in 1870 appears more in  tune
with the gerneral trend iv Spaldings than in 1860, although
the estate ﬁroduced disproportionately in livestock, animals
slaughtered,  corn, and 'sweet paotatoes. It was
urnder—-represented in/orchard products, tobacoao, and milk.
The estate also showed 3,000 "improvements'" between the
1868 and 1871 tax assessments. The exact date of these
additions is hﬁt'CEPtaih, since tax assessments for 1869 and
1870 have beern lost (MHR, ﬁssessmemtﬁ/ 1868, 1871).

By 1870 Thomas E. Berry had acquired and scold property
in Bladensburg District, leaving him in possession of  only
"The Marnor", a 700-acre tract. The 1870 census valued his
43z2-acre Ellersbie plantation in Queen .ane’s at %108, 360
real property and $2, 000 personal, figures which appear to
be in sericus error. The scattered tax assessments from 1861
to 1871 comsistently value Ellersbie at from $29,175 to

£36, 430, At current land values ($40 per acre maximum),
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Ellersbie could rot possibly have beern worth $108,9§0. By
1871, however, the value of Berry’'s estate placed him fhird
among all  district householders, behind QOden Bowie and
Charles H. Carter and up fPSm sixteenth in 1861. Average
wealth per householder in Queen Amme’s was $7,791 (MHR,
stessmenti/ 1861-1871; 1870, Frince Gecrpge'ls County
Maruscript Agricultuwral and Population Censuses).

Fram George M. Hopkins's map of Frince George's County
in 1878 we know that Oxorn Hill Manor was being leased in
that year to James E. Bowie. Figure 13 (Hﬁpkini/ 1878y
reproduces the 1878 map. The map also assacciates "T. 0.
Berry", T. Owewr Berry, with the property, a confirmation
that Berry had been residing at or managing Oxon Hill. It
is possible that T. Ower’s asscociatiorn with Oxon Hill  began
in 1868, the year in which he appeared in the Spaldings tax
assessments as the ocowrner of $1,445 livestock and the year in
which Thaoamas E. Berry no lanéer showed arny persomnal property
at the'estate. Documentaticn fraom the 18708 and 1880s,
moreover, reveals that Thomas E. Berry suffered from both
Financial difficulties and mental instability begirming in
the early 1860s. The records also indicate that, in

-

additiorn to Bowie, a rnumber of other ternants had rented

Cparts of Oxon Hill  Mancor. While wo actual leases have

survived, and while the doccumentation lists cash rental

payments cnly for the 1880s, Bowie's présence as a tenant in
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1878 suggests the possible presence of cother tenants before
the 1880s.

T. Owernn Berry?s activities at Oxon Hill are not
altogether clear, although @ he was considered to be the
manager of Oxorn Hill by the ternants even before Thomas E.
Berry’s deatﬁ in 18793, The absernce of tax assessments
between 1871 and 1888 prevents determirnation of his exact
econamic status. Moreover, he does not appear in  the 1880
agriéultuwal ar  population  cernsuses for Frince George'ls
County, even though he is recorded ;n the 1878 map (Eiguwe
19) at Oxon Hill and at a residernce southwest of the marnor
house and closer to the Alexandria Ferry. He alsco appears
as a "farmer" under the town of Oxon Hill in the 1878
Maryland Directory, although rnot in  subsequent directories
of 1880, 1882, and 1887 (MHR, Assessments, 187£/Pﬂ¢ 188; The
Maryland Directory, 187%/5p“ 414, 1880, 188&; The Maryland
Directory and State GazettEEﬁ/ 1887; 1880, Frince George's
Cournty Marnuscript Agricultural and Fopulation Censuses).

Befcre examining the cocupancy and agricultubal
activities at Oxon Hill Manor in more depth, the declive and
death of Thomas E. BRerry should be explained. In 1874 Rerry
and his wife, Elizabeth Berry, who was also his cousin
(daughter of his uncle, Zachariah BRerry —-see Figure 14),
sigrned a formal agreement to separate permanently. Berry's

wife petitiorned the court for protection against her husband
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who, she claimed, had beer threaténing violence against her
and himself. She reported that her husbard in the past
seven or eight years had stopped treating her with the
"kindrness and confidernce" aof their earlier married years and
éhe actually feared for her aown and his life. She claimed

his actions not onm malice but on "merntal derangement " and
. 9

rnoted that for several years he had been displaying "fits of

mental depression amounting almost to  absolute  insanmity!'.
He was both "viclent and dangercus', she corncluded.

Berry had already spent several months in an asylum by
1874, and he returned for a time in 1876. In 1876, however,
his sons T. Ower and Norman petitioned the couwrt for a writ
of ®De Lurnatic Inguiriendc® because he had not improved.

HE Mnat e
After medical examinaticn and a jury bhearing, Thomas E.
Rerry was declared legally insane (/non compos mentis“i; arid
his estate entered into trusteeship in 1878. Ore of the
trustees, Jaoseph K. Roberts, reported that in January of
7 hemus
1878, three months before the insanity declaration, | Berry

had come to his office in Upper Marlboro and had told him

"that he was largely indebted, that he was making little or

rio money on his  property, and that taxes, interest and

T Wovnas T

expernses were comnsuming it all." ABewry‘had come to Roberts
to arrange to sell parts of his property to cover his awn
expenses and to  properly  arrange  for his children’s

irheritances. He informed Roberts that he had already given
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"a great sum of money” to T. Dwéﬂ, that he wished Norman to
be on an equal footing with his brother after Thomas E.
died, and that he wished Norman to have the Ellersbie
hmmepla&e. Roberts refused to make thESE“aPPaﬂgEMEHtB
because BRerry was "incoherent” and his mind "so weak as to
render him incapable of making a valid deed".

Both Elizabeth Berryiand the two sonms believed that
Berry was incapable of taking care of either himself or his
praperty.A They declared that he had been mismanaging his
properties since 1839, in part by timbering certain lands
and selling the wood at  ‘“pgrossly inadeqﬁate" prices.
Elizabeth complained that his actions oftern left the lands
wasted and useless. The family feared that Rerry’s debts,
amounting to aver $20, 000, would lead his oreditors to force
sale>of his property at considerable disadvantage to its
actual value. The estate, they said, could easily caover the
debts if handled properly. Once in trusteeship, the estate
was éubdivided into smaller parcels and sold piecemeal after
1879. The manor house and some of the lands arcound it were
sald in 1888. Thomas E. Berry entered Mount Hope Retreat im
Raltimore, where he died in 1879 (FGCC, Chancery Fapers,
Case #120%//1874—1891).

At the time of Thomas E. Berry’s insanity hearings, he

continued to reside at Ellersbie in Queern Arme’'s District.

The occcupant of Oxon Hill Marnor, according ta the 1878




Hopking map (Figure 19) was James E. Bowie. Documentation
from the hearings indicate for. certain that the estate
leased estate tvacts from 1878 to 1888; no earlieﬁ leases
are actually recorded in the records. In addition to Bowie,
tenants named were Richard W. Streeks, his sorn David
Streeks, his wife Eliza Streeks, John Larham and his wife
Amelia Larham, and Gecrge W. Larnham. Fram 188& through 1886
Richard Streeks paid $1,470 in rent, Gearge Larnham paid
$1, 630 from 1882 through 1888, and Amelia larham paid $895
from 1882 through 1888. Noo other information was given in
the records. Richard Streeks, Georpge Larnham, and Jameé E.
Bowie appear as tenants in the 1880 agricultural tax
assessment for Spaldings District. Moreover, they are
listed éequentially in the census with seven other temnants.
Ar eighth possible Oxorn Hill Mancor tenant appears in  the
hearing records. Since census—takers ernunerated by
locatiorn, it can be speculated that this collection of
eleven tenants were all at Oxocrn Hill Marnor aftef 1878, and
perhaps earlier. The discussion of ternancy at Oxon Hill
Mamaw which follows cperates on the certainty that Richard DL
Streeks, George Lanham, and James E. Bowie were tenants and

ot the possibility that the eight others were at the manaor

(FGCC, Chancery FPapers, Case #1208/ 1874-18391; 1880, FPrince Ff
Georgels County Marnusceript Agricultural  and Population

Censuses) .
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Table 38 lists the agricultural production levels for

the krnown tenants -~ Richard Streeks, George Lanham, and

&
James £. Bowie -—~and compares their values to the average

for the eight possible ternants and to the average and median
fors all praoducing farmers (owners and ternants) in Oxornn Hill
District in 1880. As in the analysis of tenant agriculture

in a previous section (Tables 27-31), it is immediately

evident that Streeks and Lanham were relatively well-to—-do

farmers. Bawié, however, was not. Despite apparently
having the resources tao rent the mancor, his production
values almost all fall below median levels. The fact that
he proaduced above both the average and median tobacco
levels, did rnot seem to advance his prosperity. Streeks and
Larham show very high values in  land farmed, farm valué,
livestock, market gardewning, all farm products, corn, Irish
potatcoces (Streeks),.and sweet potatoes. Bowie was also a
large producer of sweet potatoes, one of the principal Ewaps
of Oxcon Hill District by the 1870s. épart from corn  and

some cats (Larmham), grains were not important to these three

tenants. The averages for the other eight terants are

comsistently lower tharn the averages and medians for the
district, with the telling exception of market garderning.
One of the tenanté, George Streeks, showed high values
similar to Richard S8Streeks and George Lanham, thereby

pulling up the average for the eight terants. Five of the
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eight, howevef, showed market gardern levels aboave the
district averapge. It is alsa notable that they produced
relatively high levels of sweet potatoes. As in the earlier
censuses, oarchard products were not important at Oxon Hill
Maror.

Some additiomal information about the krnown tenahtsl is
available in the records. James E. Bowie was listed as a
"Farmer", as were all ternants, in the 1880 populaticn
census, age 43, and mavried‘sipce 1860 to theAformer Frarces
Whitmore (Browrny 1375/ KR, 295). Frances kept a house filled
with seven children, aged one mewrt h tﬁ 18 years. The
18-year old son, James, was a farm laborer. Like all of the
other tenants at Oxon Hill, Bowie Qas white. His production
levels and the low value of his SO-acre farm suggest
considerable ecoviomic difficulty for such a large family.
Although his Irish potato and sweet potato levels were high,
and although he was orne of only 19 tobaceco producers  among
138 farmers in Oxorn Hill District, he was unable to pay any
wageslfew assistance. His fouwr acres of tobacezx must have
takern up almost all of the labor of himself and his son
(1880, Frince George’s County Manuscript Agricultural and
Population Censuses). Bowie may have given up favming)as.&r( j{i
iBB? he appeared in the Maryland Directory and State
Gazetteer as & butcher in Oxon Hill (p. 447). V

Richard Streeks,; ancother tewnant, paid him $60 to  $400



armually between 1882 and 1887 to rernt Oxon Hill lands. His

1880 production levels ind?cate reasornable prosperity

derived from livestock, market gardening,and potatces. He,)>

) _

was married and had two children, crme a farm laborer/’smwu -

and severn black farm laborers in his houwsehold. The blacks

were probably boarders and the recipients of most of the

© %600 Streeks paid in wages in 1880, Irn 1884 SBtreeks was

renting about 400 acres and specializing in sweet potatoes.

In 1880 he had rented only 160 acres, with 100 in corn and

23 in potatoes. In 1884 his 01& potato  house haa "fallen

down', and T. Owen and Nowman Berry aﬂxiously petitioned the

court to free money for a new one. The court awarded the

$200 requested. No locaticonm was indicated in  the records.

Despite Streeks’s apparent ecornamic success, the trustee of

the estate Farecl&sed o him in 1887 for failure ta pay $965

bacﬁ rent. Streeks was forced to sell his persconal property

for $510.30 (PGCC, Chancery Fapers, Case #130%/’/1874—1891)./7”<;

Although the sixth largest of 108 market garderers in Oxon

Hill District in 1880, Richard Streeks was bankrupt by 1887.
George Lanham, the third krnown ternarnt, was orne of Oxon

Hill District’s most prosperous farmers. Rernting 2295 acfes

of land, he aperafed a farm worth 8,000, eight times that

af James E. Bowie and almast triple that of the average

district farmer —;including farm cwners. His farm was amcownn JC/

the top six percernt in the district, ranking fouwth among
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138 farms by value. The highest valued farm was only worth
$11,245 in 1880, Married with only two children, a white
servant and & mail carrier [?] in his household, Larnhbam
earned his income from corrn, cats (a rare producer in  the
district), livestock, sweet potatoes anmd market gardewing.
Only one other farmer earned as much income as Lanham from
market garderning, a landowner who alsc produced  $2, 000

(1880, Frince George's @ Manuscript Agricultural and

Fopulatian éensus; FGCC, Chancery PRapers, Case #120Qy/%§<:

187&—1891).

Two of the knowr tenants at Oxon Hill Manor and ane
possible ternant were ecormomically much better off thanm the
average o median farmers irn Oxorn Hill District in 1880 and
significantly better off tharn the avérage ternant. As
illustrated by the fate aof Richard Streeks, their pasitions
may have been ternuocus at times. Yet they were not unique,
as previous analysis of Oxorn Hill and Spaldings District for
1886 has shown (See Tables 27-31). Assuming that all eleven
tenants included in Table 38 were at Oxon Hill, the. absence
of T Owern Berry can be explained by the fact that
collectively they were remting 585 of Oxon Hill Maroris 800
improved acres (1870 ;ensus) and 731 of 2,150 total acres.
It seems probable that the 800 improved acres represented
the original 828 acres of dower lands o the 879 acres

purchased by Zachariah Berry in 18103 the additional 1,350




acres have included lands not paﬁt of the 443 acres which
Berry puwchased that year.

The absernce of tax assessments from 1871 to 1888 makes
tracing thé charnges at Oxorn Hill Marnor during these years

quite difficult. The 1888 assessment, still listing Thomas

E. BRerry as cwner, included $3,000 in Timprovements." The
estate totaled i,GEQrafﬂ‘acwes valued at $25 per acre for aD</
total of $38,088. " The impraovements are not specified,

although some of the expenditures were included among
various receipts in the insanity hearings documentation.
Some réfer to "Oxorn Hill farm," others to unspecified
properties which may have been Dkaﬂ Hill. In 1875 Thomas E.
Berry paid $73.60 for "getting cut” the sills and putting in
184 feet of rnew sills under a barn. In 1876 he paid $130 to
Davy Miles for a new stable and an additional sum  for
"shirngling and boarding & barn.” In 1873 the estate paid
William J. Latimer to survey Rerry’s properties. This
survey is referred to in varicus deed transactions and was
supposed toa be with the Chancery Case #1208 papers, but
research has not located the survey. In 1880 and 1881 the
estate paid sums for "0Oxon Hill  farm" and in 1881 for
windows, well repairig and clearning, "Virginia" flooring, OQ%V
well buckets, and shingles. ﬁlsa;. in 1881, MoONey wWas
advanced for rnails and lumber for a stable.

In 1884 the court awarded $200 for Richard Streeks’ rew
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potate house and T. Ower EBerry paid $22.84 "for raising and
repairing”" a barm o "Oxorn Hill farm.” Ik 1885 the court
‘granted permission to dig & new well closer to the house
than the old one. The "old pump” was described as being
"some distance from the Hause and Very much out aof repair."
Water was apparently Cullected from a cistern, also decayed,
somewhere near the house. It was described as "the cistern
at the house and heretofore used,” but "out of repair and
now useless. " Money was also awarded for a number of repairs
in the house to correct leaking. .leo in 1885, the estate
paid sums to George W. Lanham, a ternant, for hauling brick.
The brick may have beern used to live the well authorized the
same year (FGCC, Charcery Fapers, Case #iiﬂgy/K,apr—
1874-1891) .

The sums irncluded ir the insanity hearings
documentaticn do not remotely approach the 5, 000 total for
impraovements in the 1888 assessment. 0f course the records
are not rnecessarily complete. The charges recorded,
however, suggest that both Berry himself and his sons  and
the trustees were interested in at least maintaining ‘and
prabably improving the property. They were probably not
successful, hawever, sirce the estate was Qalued at only %25

per acre in 1888, down from $30 in 1868.

[ x]

While these changes were occcurring the estate was als

begirming to sell parcels of land laid out by the 1873
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Latimer survey. In 16880 the entire estate was put up for
sale as a 1,422-acre property. It was made up of an 820-acre
section called "Oxorn Hill" (the ariginal dower) and divided
into eight lots, amd a 6O0O-acre umit called the "Woodland”
aﬂd divided into 41 lots. By this date, however, Dr. John
W. Bayne, the neighbor at nearly "Salubria,"” .had already
purchased Lot 35 (42 acres), although the land recoords show
this purchase as 4E£g;3'acres acquired in 1881 (MHR, L.and :></
Records, WAJ %,:QQ 650, May 11, 1881). In additior, the DK:
land records indicate that Berry had sold 18 acres toao
Charles Williams Cox and 22 acres, called "Drovers Rase" to
Wilhelmina Bender, both in 1877. The latter property was
along the road from the Qlexandria Ferry to Upper Marlboro

(MHR, Land Records, HR 12, p. 173, March 21, 1877 and HRE 1;/?‘><i\
e 393, April 25, 1877).

During the 1880s and preceding the sale of the manor
house to Samuel Taylor Suit in 1888, the estate sold several
parcels. In 1881 Samuel A. Fitts bought Lot 26 (2077
acres) along the road from Alexandria to Upper Marlborao
(MHR, Lard Records, WAJ 2.hpn &2, Sept. 6, 1881); in 1886 ‘#
William P. Jacksorn bought 97éZfE/ acres (no  lot  rnumber
indicated) ; 1w 1887 John NaPPEh‘ Cox  puwrchased Lot 17
(11iZe++eo acres), and Lot 10 (15 acwes),AChavles W. Cox Lot
16 (Eﬁ£;#+00 acres), and Lot 38 (12:?7T6 acres); and in 1888

William 8. ‘Talbert acquired Lot 19 (19 acres) and Lot 20 (15
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acres) and James Q. Gregory Lot 22 (15 acres). The taotal
SGid after the 1879 swvey was appraoximately EBE::7§’ acres.
Subtracting this sum for the 1,422 acres listed in 1880 1eft]s\\
art estate of 1,159:;fi~aeres {(FGCC, Chancery Fapers, Casé#i\
#1&0%/7‘1874—1891). This is an incomplete pracedure;y{
however, since the estate purchased on May 23, 1888, was
1,280£:ﬁ#1ﬁﬂ acres. In 1831 the estate was advertised for
sale aé 1, #2& acres, although the deed for sale when it was
sold showed 1,3333;T++90 acres (MHR, Larnd Records, JWER 1@/! 7(
e 359-370). Fart EF Lot 3 withiv the 8-lct manor house *t'
uriit had beén sold to B.L. Jackson and brother between 1888
and 1891.

The sale of the manoc 1n 1888 ended the Berry family
era at Oxon Hill Manor. By this date Thaomas E. Berry had
died and his property had beeri scold or dispersed. His haope
that his son, Normarn; would have' his Ellersbie plantaticon
was fulfilled; Normarn purcha;ed it in 1880, although it had

been reduced from its long-standing 432 acres tao 312 acres

cE-acre tract in

u

by 1888. Norman also cwned "Marietta, " a
Vansville District which his father had givernn him in 1876

{MHR, Land Records, HE 1&g w278, Margh 31, 18773

stessmemtéjrleaa). §=bauﬁ/ﬁééﬁf\hnable to determine the

~£ A

wheweabaufs of Berry?s wife, Elizabeth, or, of his eldest

sory, 1. Owen Rerry.
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Sa Speculation and the New Oxon Hill Marnor, 1888-1970.

The division of Oxon Hill Manor into units of eight and
41 lots in 1879 initiated an era of rapid  tuwrnover of  the
lands once cmllected. as a 3, 663-acre and a 1, 328-acre
estate. By 1888 at least 9 lots had been sold. When
Colonel Samuel Taylﬁr Suit puwrchased the bulk of the
remaining estate, uver"i,EBO ACTES, in that year, his
acquisition did not include ar additional i3 lots
urnaccournted for in the deed Pecaﬁds or the insanity hearings
;ecardsu Colormel Suit resided inn Spaldings District near
the present town of Suitland, presumably rnamed after him.
Borw i Bladensburg in the 1830%'s, he had made his forturne — > J(
and acquired his honorary '"colonel”  —- in Louisville, &(
Hentucky, where he eperated a distillery.  He returned to
Frince Geocrge’s County in 1867, purchased, fesold, arnd
repuwrchased Thomas E. Rerry's “Thomas and Mary" property in
Spaldings, and aperned a distillery in Suitland. In 1880 he
cwrned a S75—acre farm in Suitland valued at $75, 000, His
cperation was namely an encrmous orchard with &,000 apple
tweés producing 5, 000 bushels on 50 acres and 20,000 peach
trees producing 6,300 bushels on 150 acres. He paid $1,&24
in wages in the' 1879 census year and was by far the
wealthiest farmer in Spaldings District (1880, PFrince

Geocrge’s County Marnuscript Agricultural Census;g Novtaq/ﬁ' b<{
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acres to Oxon Hill Estates, Inc. in 1954, In 1969 this
cawporatiaﬂ sold 149.8 of the 187 acres, including the old
marnctr site, to Oxorn Hill Estates Straw Corporations. (See
tract B3 of Figure £5.) Burpac sold 8 of its 55 acres,
including the new TV glu] o to International Capital
Covporation in 1970 (FBO of Figure &5); the remaining 47
acres (P4 of Figuwre 2535 was sold to Financial Realty
Corporation the same year (for details and documentaticrn,

see Chain of Title).
&. Summary.

~Thr*n:«ur_.]hc-ut most of its history, Oxon Hill Manor appears
to have been ocne of Maryland’s magﬁ impressive and valuable
agricultural estates. Origivating in the seventeenth
century, by the time of the fAmerican Revolution it featured
an encormous mansiorn, dozens of slaves, a carriage aﬁd horses
with liveried outriders, and a level of wealph ard
praminence  which placed its ocwners among Maryland and
Virginia*'s mast powerful families. Nhile we have L=
evidence that George Washington slept there, it is likely
that he visited the estate sirnce he was persomally familiar
with the owrers and their families; He is krnown to  have
attended St. Johwn’s Church onm Broad Creek from Mt. Verroe,

where the Reverend Hernry Addison served as minister from
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1742 to 1789, The Reverend Walter Dulany Addiscon, the last
Rddiscy owner of Oxorn Hill Marnor, was one of the attending

ministers’ at Washirngton!s 17939 Ffuneral. Moreover, the

naticm?s "first" president, John Hanson, died in  the house
in 1783 while visiting his nephew, Tﬁamas Hawkins Hansown. .%/

.TnLyﬁiﬂx//?mwmﬂmﬁg/ 9

Altboughnhe slept

From extreme wealth and promirnerce, the estate slipped
into relative decline from its illustricous pre—-Revolutionary
heights. The Revolution, divided management aﬁd litigation,
and perhaps ecanomic difficulties saw the estate’s slave
plantation character give way to a more tenant-oriented
operatiar. Wher Walter Dulany Addiscon toock over in 1793 he
had only a fractico of his father’s slaves. Moreover, He
inmmediately began to éell'parts of the estate and, passibiy,
to free his slaves. Dispasal of the estate took some time,
but the saie of 1,328 acres and the marnor house to Zachariah
Berry was the key transact icr. By 1820 Addison had rid
himself of all of thé marcr.

Zachariah Berry was a very wealthy tobacco planter from
a more tobacco—orienteq part of Prince George’s County. We
krnow little about him except that, urilike Walter "Dulany
Addison, he was active in the pursuit of wealth. He turwmed
Oxor Hill Marnor ovér to his son, Thomas BRerry, in 1812, and

the som maintained the estate at rvoughly the same size

LEx]
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(1,308 acres) until his death in 1854 or 18385, Although he
did ncot own the praperty until Zachariah'®s death in 1845, it
is unlikely that he felt limited as an active planter. The
estate grew in value, although it rnever possessed the rnumber
of slaves preéent in the 1770s. The fact that it was 1,308
acres, not 3,663, may account in part for the smaller slave
papulaticn. Fyobably of egual importarnce, however, was the
fact thatlthe agricultural ecornomy of the éraa suffered
decline or stagrnatiorn during most of the periocd after 1730,
The poor conditions may have ruined Walter Dulany Addisan,
and probably established limits on Thomas Berry.

Not until 1830 do we have a detailed outline of
agricultural activities at Oxon Hill Manaor for the
nirneteenth century. The estate practiced a more diveriffied
agriculture in 18350 than migHt be expected, relying ﬂ;avily
av livestocok, grairy, and to a 1essér ektent, orchard
praducts, thanm o the tvaditimnal tobaceoao. Research an
coxlonial Maryland and comparative studies on nineteenth
century agriculture suggest that such diversification was
not wunusual  within the areas historians traditionally
asscciate with tobacca. Moreover, research on Oxocrn Hill
Marcor has not  shown clearly the nature of apricultural
activities before 1850. Eighteernth century inventaﬁies show
cansiderable livestock and the presence of wheat, but little

else. Data from the 1880s refers to clearing land for




tobacca.

Under the cwrnership of Thomas E. Berry after 1834 or
1838, the estate moved steadily toward diversification.
Berry restored tobacco in 1860, but rome was produced in
187a0, A ternant, James E. Bowie, grew tobaccao in 1880, More
dominant, however, was the growth of market gardening, a
trend which ahticipated the fragmenting of the estate in the
1880s. Evern without Berry’s insanity, it is doubtful that
the plantation would have maintairned its size within the
gerneral trend toward smaller, more internsively cultivated
farms after 1850. While the estate under Thomas E. Berry
(1860), his son, T. Owen Berry (1870), and wvaricus tenants
(1880) moved toward market garderning (espeéially sweet
_potatoes), it continued to broduce a great deal of corn  and
to own considerable livestaock. The 1870 production levels
were high in wheat, butter, and hay, unlike 1880. The 1870
estate paid $3,500 in wages, suggesting a type of corporate
coperation. \By 1880 the property appears to have been turned
aover largely ta tenants. The continued importance of
livestock, oY, and perhaps, dairying and wheat, ran
counter to county and district trends. In the county,
livestock and grain drifted away from the D. C. area and
toward the Fatuxent River. Anather counter-trend was the
lack of attentionn to. orchard products at the MAaNcr.

Whatever the mix of production, the lands lost value after

1§\
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in

w

1868, decliniﬂg From $30 per acre in that year to $2
1888. The dower area had beern assessed at $40 per acre
until 1867.

While the estate and its cowner, Thomas E. ﬁerry, went
into economic decline after 1870, such was not the case
hefore that date. In the nineteenth cent ury those
associated with the-maﬂar;f Zachariah, Thomas, Thomas E. and
related Berrysz: consistently appeared among the riqhest mev;
in Prince Georpge’s County, a county which had produced six
goverrnors by 1878. Oxorm Hill Manor and its unsung slaves,
laborers, and tenants were a part of that wealth; but these
Berrys alsc derived their wealth from other properties.
Giver their ecornomic pre-eminance, it is striking that they
appear so-rarely in the political documentation of the
nineteenth century. This is a dramatic contrast with the
Addisons of the pre—Revalutionary years.

Research for this rep@rt was only minimal on the years
following the destruction of the marncr house in 1898, Rs &
study of ouwr extremely significant Maryland plantation, this
approach seems justified in view of the effective demise of
the plantation by the léte nineteenth century. Diligent
genealogists, lacal historians, and relatives of the
families have performed théir usual service in keeping the
estate alive i1vm ouwr historical memory, albeit in an often

too antiguarian marmer. No small credit is also due  Sumner

s
[y
18]



Welles wha, perhaps inadvertently, made a similar

contribution with his new Oxon Hill Marnor.

214




CHAIN OF TITLE

Grantor:
Grantees .
Date:
Froperty:
Terms:
Source:
Comments:

Grantor:
Grantee:
Date:
Property:
Terms:
Source:
Comments:

Grantor:
Grantee:
Date:
Froperty:
Terms:
Saurce:
Comments:

Grantor:
Grantee:
Date:
Fropertys
Terms:
Sources:
Conments:

Grantor:
Grantee:
Date:
Froperty:
Terms:
Saurce:
Comments:

Rayal Gaoverrment

John Addison

1787

not indicated

rnot indicated

Mackintmshj”1974 yper 75, Maryland Historical Trust, Arnmapolis
St. Elizabeth, the criginal grant fraom which Oxonm Hill Marncoe
was oreated, was granted to John Charmen in 1662 (Hellac%;"
1968 e 58-59). &(

Colonel Johrn Addison
Colomel Thomas Addison
170% or 1706

ot specified

will |
Carr and Jardary/;974/5;ﬁ‘ 232234 3 Mac:Kiﬂt-:nssh,f/‘?l/‘a74,2;;1..s 75){

Colonel John Addison owned &, 478514 acres of land at his vx;
death; the acreage in the future Oxorn Hill Marno is not
indicated.

Colonel Thomas Addison

Captain Johrn Addisorn

April 9, 1728 and Jurne 28, 1787

3,863 acres ’

will

MHS, Marnuscript Collection, Addison Family Fapers

The property bequeathed to Johm Addison was made up

of 8 criginal land grants, totalling 3,863 acres. The
largest, 5t. Elizabeth, was 1,430 acres.

Captain Johrn Addiscon
Thomas Addison
1764

3, 663 acres :
will
Bowiey 1973A @ 3335 MHR, Fatented Certificate #1590, 1767

The 1767 '"resurvey'" gave the property its name, "0Oxon
Hill Manrnor.

Thomas Addisan
Walter Dulany Rddison
June &2, 1771 arnd March 14, 1773

3, 663 acres
will
Bowiey/ 1975 /1qp. 37-383 MHR, Charncery Papers 128, 1784~1785

Walter Dulany Addison was a mincor (b. 1769) when his
father died in 1774.

T
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Gramtor:
Grantee:
Date:
Property:
Terms:
Source:

Comments:

Grantor:
Grantee:
Date:
EFraperty:
Terms:
Sources:
Comments:

Grarntor:
Grantee:
Date:
Property:
Terms:
Source:
Comments:

Grantor:
Grantee:
Date:
Froperty:
Terms:
Source:
Commentss

Grantor:
Grantee:
Date:
Froperty:
Terms:
Source:
Comments:

Grantor:
Grantee:
Date:
Fropertys:
Terms:
Scource:s

Walter Dulany Addison estate

Rebecca Addison Hanson and Thomas Hawkins Hanson

May 20, 1782

888 acres, including manor house

court award of dower

MHR, Chancery Records 13 15635 Chawncery Fapers

126/ 17841785 agr‘-lder* 1967,/ > 11.

Harsorns sued estate for award of dowers; the court
granted 828 acres, including the house, considered to

"be one third of Thomas Addison’s estate by yalue. Johr

Addisorn, Thomas? brother, had received 1003% acres of
the estate at arn unspecified date before 178:Z.

Walter Dulany Addisaon

Feter Savary

17930

5, acres
308
HR; Larnd Records, I1I&8/0 e 3697 1790

part of Oxon Hill Marnor (Lowest Thicket)

Walter Dulany Addison
Rebecca Hanson

17931797 - wnot specified
400 acres (approaximate)
gift

Murrax}y1895/?pﬁr 83-30
part of Hart Fark tract

-Thomas and Rebecca Hanson
Nathamniel Washington

October 3, 1797

400 acres (approximately)

rnot specified

MHR, Lard Records, JRM ngfn 80
part of Hart Fark '

t

Walter Dulany RAddison
Hewrry Addison
October &, 1797

L0 acres
@300
HR, Land Records, JRM Gty 173

sald at low price out of "love and affection” to his brother

Walter Dulany Addisorn
Nichaolas Lingan .
October 27, 1797 -
art of Oxorn Hill, acreage unspecified
i}QEBO
HR, Land Records, JRM 6/{%& 86




Commernts: sald 269" 3FF-acres, part from Oxon Hill Marnor and part
from "Force," a separate tract.

Grantor: Nathaniel Washingtaon

Grantee: Walter Dulany Addison

Date: March 12, 1803

Froperty: 400 acres (approximately)

Terms: rnot specified

Source: MHR, Land Records, JRM 10/{'w- 145

Comments: part of Hart Park

Gwéntav: Walter Dulany Addiscnm

Grantee: Francis Edward Hall Rozer

Date: December 5, 1803

Ffroperty: 15 acres -

Terms: not specified

Source: MHR, Land Records, JRM iLJZR{ 238

Comments: part of DOxorn Hill Manor

Grantor: Walter Dulany Addisaon
Grantee: Thomas Hawkins Hanson and Rebecca Hanson
Date: March 1&g, 1807
Property: =0 acres (approximately)
Terms: é%;eoo Maryland currevicy,
Source: HR, Land Records, JRM/ 124 R. 2095
Caomments: this property was the dower, surveyed as 828 acres
in 1785 and indicated as approximately 820 acres here.

Grarntor: Walter Dulany Addiscon

Grantee: Zachariah Berry

Date: March 16, 1810

Fraperty: 449 acres N

Terms: unspecified ///
Source: MHR, Land Records, JRM/}T; L 625

Comments: reference in deed to ancther part of Oxon Hill Manor sald
to Dr. DeButts and to a recent suwrvey by George Ferwick.
Grantor: Walter Dulany Addison

Grantee: Zachariah HRerry

Date: March 17, 1810

Froperty: 879 acres

Terms: : L-i& per acre, current Maryland money
Saurce : MHR, Land Records, JRM 13/ 627

Comments: this acreage included the marnor house, although it is not
mentioned in the deed; associated with the 449 acres sold
March 16, 1810; excluded the "burying ground” and twao
acres to be transferred to John [Davies].

Grarntor: Walter Dulany Addisaon
Grantee: Herry Bryawn
Date: May 13, 1815

I
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Froperty:s
Terms:
Saource:
Comments:

Grantor:
Grantee:
DRte:
Froperty:
Terms:
Source:
Comments:

Grantor:
Grantee:
Date:
Froperty:
Terms:

| Source:
Comments:

Grantor:
Grantee:
Date:
Froperty:
Terms:
Sounrce s
Comments:

Grantor:
Grantee:
Date:
Froperty:
Terms:
Saurce:

Camments:

Grantor:
Grantee:
Date:
Froperty:
Terms:

one—-half acre

$60
MHR, Land Records, JRM 16,/:» 670 ,
east of mairn road leading from the "Lodge” by Philip Spaldirgs

Walter Dulany Rddison

Elsworth BRayne

Jaruary 1, 1817

326 or 328 acres

$4, 911 /
MHR, Land Records, JRM 17/ o~ 145, 24235 Assessments,/ 1817
land sold in two parcels, 261 acres and 65 acres (386);
1817 assessment shows 3288 acres; sale terminates 1798
lease to Ebsworth and John Rayne; site of "Salubria'.

Walter Dulany Addisan

Urikriciwn

1818-1820

45839 (& acres

urnk oW

MHR, RAssessmentsy 1818-1820

betwgen 1818 and 1820, Addison lost possession of
458774 acres listed in 181835 1819 assessment showed
128 acres; no tramsactions in county deeds.

Zachariah Rerry

Thoemas Berry

1848°

1,308 acres

will

MHR, Wills, PC 1/Z%p. =284-289

since 1810, 20 of the 1,328 acres had been soldj
no recorded transactions

Thamas Berry

Thomas E. Rerry

1854 o 1855

i, 308 acres

U Krown ;f

MHR, Inventories, WRAJ 1/yp. 189, January 17, 1855;
Bc-wief 1975,7;13—: €03 MHR, Assessments,/ 1861.

Thomas Berry died intestate; the Oxon Hill Manor estate
appeared as Thomas E. Berry's property in the 1861
assessment ; rno assessments avallable 1851-1860.

Thomas E. Berry
Charles William Cax
March 21, 1877

12 acres

rnot specified



Source s
Comments:

Granmtor:
Grantee:
Date:
Froperty:
Tarms:
Source:
Comments:

Granmtor:
Grantee:
Date:
Froperty:
Terms:
Source:
#1208,
Comments:

Grantor:
Grantee:
Date:
Froperty:
Terms:
Saource:
Comments:

Grantor:
Grantee:

Date:
Froperty:

Source:
Coamments:

Grarntor:
Grantee:
Date:
Fraoperty:
Terms:
Sources
LComments:

Grarmtor:
Grantee:
Date:

Thaomas E. Berry estate
Samuel Taylor 8Suit
CMay 23, 1888
1, 2800 0 acres
urikriciwn a/;V/
MHR, Land Records, JWE 1 sRpe— 359370, May 14, 1891

MYR, Land Records, HE 12/A pa 175
prabably part of Oxon Hill Manor

Thomas E. Berry
Wilhelmirna Bender
April 25, 1877

&2 acres

800

MHR, Land Records, HE 12/8;. 393 '
along road from Alexandria Ferry to Upper Marlboro

Thomas E. Eerry estate

John W. Bayrne

Max?ii, 1881

420273 acres, Lot 5

$1, 2B, 41 /;V

MHR, Land Records; WAJ 1/sw. E50; PGCC, Chancery Rapers, Case
Case #1208/ 1874-16891

Case #1208 shows purchase as 48 acres, Lot 5, 1879

Thomas E. Berry estate

Samuel A. Fitts

September &, 1881

ZQPUF+E acres, Lot 26 ,

$£313.03

MHR, Land Recaords, WAJ E/Z:g e

LW )

Thomas E. Berry estate

William P. Jackson, John Warren Cox, Charles W. Cax, William

5. Talbert, James A. Gregory

1888-1883 ‘ e

974 1+E acres (no lat giver), 111164100 acres (Lot 17)

and 15 acres (Lot 10), 99557400 acres (Lat 16) and

1720 #7709 acres (Lot 38), 19 acres (Lot 19), 15 acres (Lot 22)

FGCC, Chancery FPapers, Case #12084}1874—1891
sales of lots from the subdivisiorn established by the 1879
William J. Latimer Surveyj; no details included.

no recorded deed for 1888
Rosa .. Suit
Johnm C. Heald
May 14, 1791
=19




Praperty:
Terms:
Saurce:
Comments:

Grantor:
Grantee:
Date:
Froperty:
Terms:
Source:
Camments:

Grarntor:
Grantee:
Date:
Froperty:
Terms:
Source:
Comments:

Grantor:
Grantee:
Date:
Froperty:
Terms:
Source:
Comments:

Grantor:
Grantee:
Date:
Froperty:
Terms:
Source:
Comments:

Grarntor:

1,233, 71 M ree—~acres

$30, 000

MHR, Land Records, JWR 18/:;pep: 359-370

Thomas E. Berry estate sued Rosa P. Suit, widow of Samuel
Taylor Suit, for nom payment; on May 14, 18391 she was made
legally responsible for the debt and she sdld to Heald the
same day; 1,280@E7TR0 acres reduced to 1,2333v$¢4£E1
because B. L. Jackson and Brother purchased 46H£5¥&{£#
acres (no deed) of Lot 3.

Johrn C. and Emma B. Heald
Urnited States Goverrment
July 31, 1891

143, 9819~ acres

%12, 109, 07 /

MHR, Lard Records, JWER 21/, 55

part in Prince Georgels County and part in District of
Columbia; scouth of road from Upper Marlboro to the

ARlexandria Ferry; reference to sale of land called "Gregory's
Discovery'", clase to Oxorm Hill Marnor and to Joseph Thomas?
former lands (see February 10, 189% deed).

Jaohw C. and Emma B. Heald

Reuber L. Colemany; Charles M. Swift, Charles T. Havener
February 10, 189&

1,077 38400 acres

3

MHR, Land Records, JWE EO/Z;. 41z

reference to possible previous sale of 12, 357190 acres
along Oxon Creek and Fotomac River and inside D.C.
baundary (See Figure 20)

Charles M. and Clara B. Swift

Reuben .. Coleman, Charles T. Havener

August =, 1893

773, 717190 acres

$5 /

MHR, Land Records, JWEB 235/,ppw GOE

Lot 1, 486§§+§-acres, does wnot account for July 31, 1891 sale

cta U.S. Gﬂﬁver*ﬂmen’c .

Charles T. and Helen M. Havener

Reuber L. Caoleman

May 17, 18934

77367 1ter

$5 (7/

MHR, Land Reccrds, JWB 239/1¢w 430

sale of half interest in property purchased February 10, 1892

Reuben L. and Emma FP. Coleman




Grartee:
Date:
Froperty:
Terms:
Source:
Comments:

Grantaor:
Crantee:
Date:
Fropertys:
Terms:
Source:
Comments:

Grantor:
Grantee:
Date:
Froperty:
Terms:
Source:
Comments:

Granrntor:
Grantee:
Date:
Froperty:
Terms: ’
Scource:
Comments:

Grantor:
Grantee:
Date:
Praoperty:
Terms:
Souwrce:
Camments:

Granmtor:
Grantee:
Date:
Fraperty:
Terms:
Source:
Commerts:

Granmtor:

Rock Creek Land Company (William H. Miller, John C.
Jariuary &1, 1305
773 71460 acres

$10 -
MHR, Land Records, Ei/Z,' 3259
Viavie! . ' .

Rock Creek Land Company (William H. Miller, John C.
Emma F. Coleman

Jariwary &9, 1907

773717066 acres

%18, 000
MHR, Land Recordsy 38/ @ 447

e

R. Lindsay Coleman
Charles A. Rhodes
February 10, 1913

213, 640, acres
$10 ' ‘
MHR, Lard Records, 874\'w. &£31

all of lot 7 and part of lot 1

R. Lindsay Coleman
Charles A. Rhodes
Fegbruary 10, 1913

4 LT 7400 acres

%10 .

MHR, Land Records, 87
part of lat 1

Mary V. Farran

R. Lindsay Colemawn

February 16, 1913

all "Oxon Hill" property

$10

MHR, Land Records, 844« p=— 477

Farran is heir to estate of Emma P. Coleman

John Craigan Parran, et al.
William K. Quinter, Thomas C. Coleman
Jure 12, 1917

356 37700 acres
urikrcwn /7/ :
MHR, Land Records, 128/ p- 1

Farrarn, et al. empowered Quirnter and Coleman to be
trustees Tfor estate of R. Lindsay Coleman, who died
intestate in July, 19143 property in dispute.

William K. Quinter and Thomas C. Colemnan

Heald)

Heald)




Grantee:
Date:
Fraoperty:
Terms:
Saurce:
Comments:

Grantor:
Grantee:
Date:
Froperty:
Terms:
Source:

Commenrts:

Grantor:
Grantee:
Date:
Froperty:
Terms:
Scurce:
Comments:

Grantor:
Grantee:
Date: .
Froperty:
Termss

Souwrce:

Comments:

Grantor:
Grantee:
Date:
Property:
Terms:
Saurce:

Comments:

Grantor:
Grantee:
Date:
Fraperty:
Terms:
Source:

Comments:

T.

._93,/0;;-— 128

all of lot 2, part

Summer and Mathilde Welles
July &0, 1987

£45. 17 acres

$110 per acre

FGCC, Land Records,
twe parts of lat 1,
(See Figure 23) |

of lat 3

and Harriet Fost Welles
Fred N. Maloof

October 15 and &8, 1352

55. 4 acres pluspb8r+08 acres
$173, 000

FGOC,  Land Records, PP 360, 365 MacKiﬂtagh///
1974 68.

the).68+400 acres had been added in 1944; Mathilde Welles
had died; acreage irvicluded New Oxon Hill Manor.

Sumrner
1554

Sumrer and Harriet PFPost Welles
Kermith [sicl Frarnk

December 13, 1952

187.3 acres

Vi e /// ' )
MacKintashy 1974/, 6835 FRGCC,

Ve

Lard Records,

Fred N. Maloof
Burpac Corporation
August =8, 1567
959.4 acres
$1.2 millicw

MacKintosh 1974){ﬁv 68; PGCC,
included rnew Oxorn Hill Marnor

Larnd Records, 3506/?;~ 193

Kermeth Frank
Roberto Motta
Jarnuary, March 1983
187.3 acres

MacKintaoshy,/ 19744 3p €95 FPGCC, Land Records, 1563()f

Tl 293 and 15867we 100,

included old Oxorn Hill Manor site
Roberto Matta ty/
Oxan Hill Estates, Inc. C/
September 13, 1954 C/ .
187. 3 acres _/

o /
MacKintosh/’?B?#/{:;~69; FEVV, ) Land Records,

1773 578

1B

o
fis
g




Grantor:s
Grantee:
Date:
Froperty:
Terms:
Source:
Comments:

Grantor:
Grantee:
Date:
Froperty:
Terms:
Source:

Comments:

Grarntor:
Grantee:
Date:
Froperty:
Terms:
Saurce:

Comments:

Other Froperties (MacKlmtush/7/97ﬁ/7/ 22 See Figure

Oxom Hill Estates, Inc. )

Dxcrm Hill Estates Straw Corporation
Octaober &, 1969

149.8 acres

——— V ' .
MacKintosh,”/ 1974 L 693 PGCC, Land Records, 3775/52; 28
irvcluded old Oxan Hill Manor Site on 92.7 (See Figure 235,
tract P3) ’

Burpac Corporation
International Capital Corporation
August 3, 1970

8 acres
”aCKi"'tC"sh/:W‘r/;:pf €9-70, 77; PGCC, Land Records, 3855/:
e 40

included the rnew Oxor Hill Manor (See Figure 235, tract P 80)

Burpac Corporation
Finarncial Realty Corporation
August 3, 19370

47. 4 acres
Macthtush¢/7;74//p/ &£9-70, 773 PGCC, Land Records,

3856/t pe 406
tract surrounding new Oxon Hill Manor (See Figure 235,
tract R4)

=5) e
s - 10.65 acres, Johrn W, Miller
k7 - £27. 48 acres, J. Breckerridge BRayne
a8 - 7.25 acres, J. B. Castle
9 - 196.23 acres, Smoot Sand and Gravel Campany
[ B 0.85 acres, Fred N. Maloof
17 - 9.17 acres, Roard of Education
18 - 22. 50 acres, J. Breckernridge BRayne
A - Nerth Potomac View subdivisaon
5] - River Ridge Estates subdivision
R/W - State and Interstate Rights of Way, present and
proposed
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Table 1. Percentage/Distribution of Gross Estates in Maryland.

Size of Estate 1690-1699 1710-1719
0-100 pounds - 72.5 69.4
100-1,000 pounds 257 28.2
1,001 and above pounds 1.7 2.1

Source: Land 1981:162

1730-1739

59.
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Table 2. Percentage of Slaves on Plantations of Various Sizes

1-2 3-5 6-10 11-20 21+
Period Slaves Slaves Slaves Slaves Slaves
1658-1710 12 17 22 21 28
1721-1730 6 11 19 20 44
1731-1740 6 11 26 34 24
1741-1750 5 9 18 22 48
1751-1760 3 8 17 28 44
1761-1770 4 9 22 31 35
1771-1779 2 8 17 18 55
1776 7 13 24 25 32
1790 3 8 13 23 52

Source: Kulikoff 1976:185-186
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Table 3. Distribution of Landownership in Prince George's County, 1756 and 1771

No, Acres Lan n
1-49 55
50-99 11.5
100-149 20.1
150-199 104
200-249 11.1
250-299 7.5
300-399 9.3
400-499 5.7
- 500-599 5.1
600-699 6.9
1000-1499 3.2
1500 and over 38
100.1

Source: Kulikoff 1976:201-202
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Table 4. Comparison of Inventories of Thomas Addison (1727), John Addison (1765), and Thomas
Addison (1775), Oxon Hill Manor

Category 1727 1765 1775
# Quarters 7 3 .2
Total Slaves 75 41 109
Slaves at Manor House 23 24 60
Value of Personal Property £3,657 £2,363 £5,275
Value of Slaves £1,867 £1,362 £2,905
Slaves as % of Personal Property 51 58 55
Cattle 289 56 98
Horses 14 20 28
Sheep 43 66 120
Hogs 0 98 101

Source: Maryland Historic Records, Inventories 1727; 1765; 1775



Table 5. Agricultural Production in Maryland, 1840-1860

1840
Farms --
Improved Acres -
Average Farm Acreage --
Value of Farms -
Value of Farm Implements --
Value of Livestock --
Value of Orchard Products 114,339
Value of Market Gardens 133,197
Wheat (bushels) 3,511,433
Rye (bushels) 824,333
Corn (bushels) 8,470,165
Oats (bushels) 3,579,950
Tobacco (1bs) 18,916,012
Potatoes (bushels) 1,058,919
Butter (lbs)
Hay (tons) 110,836
Swine 421,520
Sheep 262,909
Cattle 240,432
Horses/Mules 93,954

1850 2% Change
21,860 --
2,797,905 --
212 --
87,178,545 --
2,463,443 --
7,997,634 --
164,051 43.5
200,869 50.8
4,494,680 28.0
226,014 -72.6
10,749,858 26.9
2,242,151 -37.4
21,407,497 13.2
973,932 8.0
3,806,160
157,956 425
352,941 -16.3
177,902 -32.3
219,586 -8.7
81,328 -13.4

1860

25,244
3,002,267
192
145,973,677
4,010,529
14,667,853
252,196
530,221
6,103,480
518,901
13,444,922
3,959,298
38,410,965
1,501,169
5,265,295
191,744
387,756
155,765
253,241
103,829

% Change

15.5
1.3
-10.4
674
62.9
834
53.7
164.0
35.8
129.6
25.1
76.6
79.4
54.1
383
214
9.9
-12.4
15.3
27.7

Sources: Bureau of the Census, Department of Commerce, Schedule of Mines, Agriculture,
Commerce, and Manufacturers (Maryland), National Archives, Washington, D.C., (1840);

1850a:225-228; 1860a:72-73




Table 6. Slaves as a Percentage of Total Populaﬁon in Maryland, South Carolina, and the South,
1790-1860

South Southern Border Lower
Year Maryland Carolina States States* States
1790 322 43.0 335 32.0 41.1
1800 , 30.9 42.3 32.7 30.8 40.3
1810 29.3 47.3 334 30.1 44.7
1820 36.4 51.4 34.0 29.6 45.6
1830 23.0 54.3 34.0 29.0 46.0
1840 19.1 550 - 34.0 26.7 46.0
1850 15.5 .57.6 333 24.7 45.4
1860 12.7 57.2 323 22.3 44.8

*Includes Delaware, Mairyland, Virginia, Kentucky, Missouri, North Carolina, and Tennessee;
remaining states in Lower South.

Source: Gray 1941, Vol. 2:656
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Table 7. Slave Population as a Percentage of Total Population in the Five Counties of Southern
Maryland, 1790-1860

Anne Prince St. f
Year Arundel Calvert Charles George's Mary's Marylan
1790 44.8 49.8 48.9 52.4 44.9 322
1800 43.1 49.4 49.9 57.5 46.7 30.9
1810 43.8 49.2 61.4 44.6 46.9 29.3
1820 37.9 45.4 57.1 55.3 46.6 26.4
1830 36.6 43.8 57.0 56.6 459 23.0
1840 33.2 452 57.3 54.4 43.6 19.1
1850 34.7 46.5 59.3 53.4 42.6 15.5
1860 30.7 44.1 584 53.5 43.0 12.7

Source: Bureau of the Census, Department of Commerce 1870¢:36-37




Table 8. Racial Distribution of Population in Maryland, 1748-1860

Year

1748
1755
1760
1770
1782
1790
1800
1810
1820
1830
1840
1850
1860

Sources: Bureau of the Census, Department of Commerce, 1870c:36-37; Fisher 1852:25; Papenfuse
and Coale 1982:37

Total

130,000
150,168
166,523
199,827
254,050
319,728
341,548
380,546
407,350
447,040
470,019
583,034
687,049

Whites

94,000
107,208
116,759
140,110
170,688
208,649
216,326
235,117
260,223
291,108
318,204
417,943
515,918

%
Total

723
714
70.1
70.1
67.2
65.3
63.3
61.8
63.9
65.1
67.7
71.7
75.1

Free
Blacks

1,817

8,043
19,587
33,927
39,730
52,938
62,078
74,723
83,942

%
Total

1.2
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Slaves

36,000
41,143
49,764
59,717
83,362
103,036
105,635
111,502

107,397 .

102,994
89,737
90,368
87,189

%
Total

271.7
274
29.9
29.9
32.8
32.2
30.9
29.3
26.4
23.0
19.1
15.5
12.7
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Table 9. Agricultural Production in Prince George's County and in Maryland, 1840

Prince %
Category Maryland eorge's Coun of State
Tobacco (1bs) 18,916,012 9,259,423 48.9
Hay (tons) 110,836 2,618 24
Potatoes (bushels) 1,058,919 21,570 2.0
Corn (bushels) 8,470,165 507,266 6.0
Rye (bushels) 824,333 _ 38,211 4.6
Oats (bushels) 3,579,950 107,070 3.0
Wheat (bushels) 3,511,433 80,147 23
Swine 421,520 24,210 5.7
Sheep 262,909 13,833 53
Cattle 240,432 10,482 4.4
Horses and Mules 93,954 4,648 4.9
- Market Gardens ($) 133,197 3,480 2.6 :
Orchard Products ($) 114,339 1,777 1.6 5
Dairy Products (§$) 466,558 7,710 1.7 ‘

Source: Schedule of Mines, Agriculture, Commerce, and Manufacturers, 1840: Maryland, National
Archives, Washington, D. C.




Table 10. Agricultural Production in Prince George's County, 1840-1860 b

Category 1840 1850 1860
Tobacco (Ibs) 9,259,423 8,380,851 13,446,550
Hay (tons) 2,618 5,557 6,328
Potatoes! (bushels) 21,570 51,503 30,936
Corn (bushels) 507,266 693,020 699,144
Rye (bushels) 38,211 . 18,491 24,234 ‘
Oats (bushels) 107,070 67,286 98,073
Wheat (bushels) 80,147 231,687 312,796
Swine . 24201 20,193 25,927
Sheep 13,833 11,650 8,828
Cattle 10,482 11,101 12,183
Horses and Mules 4,648 4,812 6,065
Market Gardens ($) 3,480 13,281 30,483
Orchard Products ($) 1,777 8,202 5,370

1Includes Irish and Sweet Potatoes

Source: Schedule of Mines, Agriculture, Commerce, and Manufactures 1840: Maryland, National ;
Archives, Washington, D. C.; Bureau of the Census, Department of Commerce 1850a:225-228; P
1860a:72-73, 203, 231. L




Table 11. Agricultural Production in Prince George's County, by Districts, 1840

Districts:

Category land2
Tobacco (Ibs) 1,433,250
Hay (tons) 522
Potatoes (bushels) 5,012
Corn (bushels) 60,438
Rye (bushels) 5,954
Oats (bushels) 16,884
Wheat (bushels) 10,415
Swine 4,092
Sheep 2,677
Cattle 2,117
- Horses and Mules 1,040
Market Gardens ($) 0
Orchard Products ($) 1,242
Dairy Products ($) 4,590

Source: Schedule of Mines, Agriculture, Commerce, and Manufactures 1840: Maryland, National

Archives, Washington, D. C.

3

4,113,363
1,108
9,026

246,177
18,597
55,444
32,178

9,484
5,611
2,345
1,185

0

120

1,920

4

2,411,512
226
4,074
94,258
4,796
18,693
16,414
5,082
3,052
2,794
1,132
490

0

1,055

]

1,210,100
357
2,214
87,620
6,665
12,819
17,378
4,471
2,039
2,660
1,034
2,990
415
145

257




Table 12. Agricultural Production in 1850 Maryland, Prince George's County, and Spaldings

District
Prince George's

Category Maryland County % State Spaldings % County
Improved Acres 2,797,905 191,553 6.8 11,199 5.8
Value of Farms 87,178,545 . 5,565,751 6.4 263,829 4.7
Value of Farm Implements 2,463,443 125,656 5.1 4,831 3.8
Value of Livestock 7,997,634 492,650 6.2 25,390 5.2
Value of Animals

Slaughtered 1,954,800 103,351 53 5,048 49
Value of Orchard Products 164,051 8,202 5.0 622 7.6
Value of Market Gardens 200,869 13,281 6.6 2,861 21.5
Wheat (bushels) 4,494,680 231,687 5.2 7,863 34
Rye (bushels) 226,014 18,491 8.2 1,185 6.4
Corn (bushels) 10,749,858 693,020 6.4 28,975 4.2
QOats (bushels) 2,242,151 67,286 3.0 2,510 3.7
Tobacco (1bs) 21,407,497 8,380,851 390.1 109,000 1.3
Irish Potatoes (bushels) 764,939 47,458 6.2 4,646 9.8
Sweet Potatoes (bushels) 208,993 4,045 1.9 101 2.5
Butter (Ibs) 3,806,160 100,947 2.7 4,835 4.8
Hay (tons) 157,956 5,557 3.5 692 12.5

Sources: Bureau of the Census, Department of Commerce, Schedule of Mines, Agriculture,
Commerce, and Manufacturers (Maryland), National Archives, Washington, D. C. 1850b:225-228;
1850: Prince George's County Manuscript Agriculture Census.




_ Table 13. Agricultural Production in 1860 Maryland, Prince George's County, and Spaldings

District
Prince George's

Category Maryland  County % State Spaldings % County
Improved Acres 3,002,267 182,468 6.1 10,274 5.6
Value of Farms 145,973,677 10,421,108 7.1 607,600 5.8
Value of Farm Implements 4,010,529 211,971 53 11,057 52
Value of Livestock 14,667,853 875,317 6.0 46,275 53
Value of Animals .

Slaughtered 2,801,510 90,603 3.2 1,557 1.7
Value of Orchard Products 252,196 5,370 2.1 3,010 56.1
Value of Market Gardens 530,221 30,483 5.7 9,290 30.5
Wheat (bushels) 6,103,480 312,796 5.1 7,032 2.2
Rye (bushels) 518,901 24,234 4.6 1,861 7.7
Corn (bushels) : 13,444,922 699,144 5.2 28,750 4.1
Oats (bushels) 3,959,298 98,073 2.5 4,584 4.7
Tobacco (1bs) 38,410,965 13,446,550 35.0 152,200 1.1
Irish Potatoes (bushels) 1,264,429 29,974 2.4 2,083 6.9
Sweet Potatoes (bushels) 236,740 962 0.4 0 0.0
Butter (Ibs) 5,265,295 78,629 1.5 2,898 3.7
Hay (tons) 191,744 6,328 33 824 13.0

Sources: Bureau of the Census, Department of Commerce, Schedule of Mines, Agriculture,
Commerce, and Manufacturers (Maryland), National Archives, Washington, D. C. 1860b:72-72,
203, 231; 1860: Prince George's County Manuscript Agriculture Census.
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Table 14. Percentage Slave and Free Black or Black Population of Maryland and Prince George's
- County, 1790-1890

MARYLAND PRINCE GEORGE'S NTY -
Year Slave Free Black Total - Slave Free Black Total
1790 32.2 2.5 34.7 52.4 7.7 60.1
1800 30.9 5.7 36.6 57.5 3.1 60.6
1810 29.3 8.9 38.2 44.6 23.9 68.5
1820 26.4 9.8 36.2 553 54 60.7
1830 - 23.0 11.8 34.8 56.5 5.9 62.5
1840 19.1 13.2 323 54.4 55 59.9
1850 15.5 12.8 28.3 53.4 53 58.7
1860 12.7 12.2 24.9 53.5 5.1 58.6
1870 - -- - 22.5 -- - 46.3
1880 -- -- 22.5 -- -- 47.2
1890 -- -- 20.7 -- -- 43.0

Sources: Bureau of the Census, Department of Commerce 1870c:36-37; 1890a:415.




Table 15. Free Black Population of Maryland and Prince George's County, 1790-1860

Year Maryland Prince George's County % State
1790 8,043 164 2.0
1800 19,587 6438 3.3
1810 33,927 4,929 14.5
1820 39,730 1,096 2.8
- 1830 52,938 1,209 23
1840 62,078 A 1,080 1.7
1850 74,723 1,138 1.5
1860 83,942 1,198 1.4

Source: Bureau of the Census, Department of Commerce 1870c:36-37.




Table 16. Agricultural Production in Maryland, 1860-1880

Category 1860
Farms 25,244
Improved Acres 3,002,267
Average Farm Acreage 192
Value of Farms 145,973,677
Value of Farm

Implements 4,010,529
Value of Livestock 14,667,853
Value of Animals

Slaughtered 2,801,510
Value of Orchard

Products 252,196
Value of Market

Gardens 530,221
Wheat (bushels) 6,103,480
Rye (bushels) 518,901
Corn (bushels) 13,444,922
Oats (bushels) 3,959,298
Tobacco (1bs) 38,410,965
Irish Potatoes

(bushels) 1,264,429
Sweet Potatoes

(bushels) 236,740
Butter (Ibs) 5,265,295
Hay (tons) 191,744
Swine 387,756
Sheep 155,765

" Cattle 253,241

Horses and Mules 103,829

% Change 1870
15.5 27,000
73 2,914,007
-10.4 167
67.4 170,369,684
629 5,268,676
834  18.433.698
433 4,621418
537 1,319,405
1640 1,309,782
358  5.773.408
129.6 307,089
251 11,701,817
766  3.221.643
79.4  15.785.339
652 1,632,205
13.4 218,706
383  5,014.729
21.4 223.119
9.9 257.893
12,4 129,697
15.3 215.359
27.7 99.526

% Change

7.0
-2.9
-13.0
16.7

314
25.7

64.9
423.4

147.2

-5.4
-40.8
-13.0
-18.6
-59.0

29.1

-1.6
-4.7
16.4
-33.5
-16.7
-15.0
-3.8

1880

40,517
3,342,700
126
165,503,341

5,788,197
15,865,728

1,563,188

873,968
8,004,864
288,067
15,968,533
1,794,872
26,082,147

1,497,017

329,590
7,485,871
264,567
335,408
171,184
262,540
130,352

% Change

-44.3
65.2

-8.3

50.7
49.3
18.6
30.1
320
21.9
310

Sources: Bureau of the Census, Department of Commerce, Schedule of Mines, Agriculture,
Commerce, and Manufacturers (Maryland), National Archives, Washington, D. C. 1860a:72-73;
1870d:172-183, 354; 1880a:60-61, 119, 141, 156-157, 177, 192, 212, 228, 250-251, 283-284.




Table 17. Agricultural Production in Prince George's County 1850-1880

Category 1850 1860 1870 1880
Farms : 885 1,070 835 1,689
Improved Acres 191,553 182,045 125,045 164,289
Value of Farms 5,565,751 10,421,108 7,358,111 6,849,702
Value of Farm Implements 125,656 211,971 159,659 199,475
Value of Livestock 492,650 875,317 659,620 597,890
Value of Animals
Slaughtered 103,351 90,603 120,597 --
Value of Orchard Products 8,202 5,370 15,346 49,258
Value of Market Gardens 13,281 30,483 52,429 136,077
Value of Forest Products -- -- 25,189 75,990
Value of All Farm Products -- -- 1,340,947 1,252,617
Value of Fences - -- - 84,141
Value of Fertilizer - -- - 48,701
Wheat (bushels) 231,687 312,796 79,181 129,946
Rye (bushels) 18,491 24,234 23,849 17,041
Corn (bushels) 693,020 699,144 518,131 656,888
QOats (bushels) 67,286 98,073 57,411 37,395
Tobacco (1bs) 8,380,851 13,446,550 3,665,004 6,575,246
Irish Potatoes (bushels) 47,458 29,974 60,179 50,721
. Sweet Potatoes (bushels) 4,045 - 962 8,099 40,977
Butter (Ibs) 100,947 78,629 69,658 126,358
Hay (tons) 5,557 6,328 6,536 5,269
Milk (gallons) - - 21,190 147,192

Sources: Bureau of the Census, Department of Commerce, Schedule of Mines, Agriculture,

Commerce, and Manufacturers (Maryland), National Archives, Washington, D. C. 1850a:225-228;
1860a:72-73, 203, 231; 1870d:172-173, 354, 526-528, 672-674; 1880a:60-61, 119, 141, 156-157,
177,192, 212, 228, 250-251, 283-284.




Table 18. Average Agricultural Production Per Farmer in Prince George's County, 1850-1880

Category 1850 1860 1870 1880
Farms 885 1,070 835 1,689
Improved Acres 216 171 150 97
Value of Farms! 6,431 9,739 8,812 4,055
Value of Farm Implements -- 198 191 118
Value of Livestock - 818 790 354
Value of Animals Slaughtered 81 85 144 --
Value of Orchard Products 1 5 18 29
Value of Market Gardens 1 28 63 81
Value of Wages -- -- 591 --
Value of Forest Products -- -- 30 45
Value of All Farm Products -- -- 1,606 742
Value of Fences -- -- -- 50
Value of Fertilizer -- -- -- 29
~ Wheat (bushels) 262 292 95 77
Rye (bushels)2 97 23 29 10
Corn (bushels) 783 653 621 389
Oats (bushels) -- 92 69 22
Tobacco (1bs) 9,470 12,567 4,389 3,893
Irish Potatoes (bushels)3 58 28 72 30
Sweet Potatoes (bushels) - 1 10 24
Butter (1bs) 114 73 83 75
Hay (tons) 6 6 8 3
Milk (gallons) -- -- 25 87

1combines value of farms and farm implements in 1850

combines quantity of rye and oats in 1850

2
3combines quantity of Irish and sweet potatoes in 1850

Sources: Bureau of the Census, Department of Commerce, Schedule of Mines, Agriculture,
Commerce, and Manufacturers (Maryland), National Archives, Washington, D. C. 1850a:225-228;
1860a:72-73, 203, 231; 1870d:172-173, 354; 1880a:60-61, 119, 141, 156-157, 177, 192, 212,
228, 250-251, 283-284.




Table 19. Population of Prince George's County By Race, 1790-1890

Year White % Slave % Free Black % Total
1790 - 10,004 46.9 11,176 524 164 7.7 21,344
1800 8,346 394 12,191 57.5 648 3.1 21,185
1810 6,471 314 9,189 44.6 4,929 23.9 20,589
1820 7,935 39.3 11,185 55.3 1,096 5.4 20,216
1830 7,687 37.5 11,585 56.6 1,209 5.9 20,481
. 1840 7,823 40.0 10,636 54.4 1,080 55 19,539
1850 8,901 41.3 11,510 53.4 1,138 53 21,549
1860 9,650 414 12,479 53.5 1,198 5.1 23,327
1870 11,358 53.7 -- -- 9,780 46.3 21,138
1880 13,965 52.8 - -- 12,486 47.2 26,451
1890 14,867 57.0 - -- 11,210 43.0 26,080

Sources: Bureau of the Census, Department of Commerce 1870c:36-37; 1890a:415.




Table 20. Agricultural Production in Spaldings and Oxon Hill Districts, 1850-1880

Spaldings

Category 1850
Farms 77
Improved Acres 11,199
Value of Farms 263,829
Value of Farm

Implements 4,831
Value of Livestock 25,390
Value of Animals

Slaughtered 5,048
Value of Orchard

Products 622
Value of Market

Gardens 2,861
Value of Wages --
Value of Forest Products -
Value of All Farm Products --
Value of Fences , --
Value of Fertilizer --
Wheat (bushels) 7,863
Rye (bushels) 1,185
Corn (bushels) 28,975
Oats (bushels) 2,510
Tobacco (1bs) 109,000

Irish Potatoes (bushels) 4,646
Sweet Potatoes (bushels) 101

Butter (1bs) 4,835
Hay (tons) 692
Milk (gallons) -

Spaldings
1860
134
10,274
607,600

11,057
46,275

1,557
3,010
9,290

Spaldings
1870

88
8,270
747,570

19,925
53,211

7,746
3,003

14,363
40,005
9,179
100,498

2,197
2,638
23,715
3,830
29,900
4,987
2,685
7,310

- 1,060
5,920

Oxon Hill.
1880

138
6,531
316,570

15,267
30,432

4,220

36,475
13,286
2,325
41,890
2,211
3,211
2,382
369
24,631
1,199
49,930
4,196
18,396
10,116
533

Sources: 1850-1880 Prince George's County Manuscﬁpt_ Agricultural Censuses

Spaldings
1880

128
5,263
470,080

12,049
26,678

11,173

15,986
15,459
3,281
67,178
1,616
758
667
1,134
16,620
1,145
33,850
3,500
2,577
10,591
385
28,740
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Table 21. Agricultural Production in Spaldings and Oxon Hill Districts as a Percentage of Production
in Prince George's County, 1850-1880

Spaldings Spaldings Spaldings Oxon Hill Spaldings Combined
1860 1

Category 1870 1880

Farms 8.7 12.5 10.5 8.2 7.6 15.8
Improved Acres 5.8 5.6 6.6 4.0 3.2 7.2
Value of Farms 47 5.8 10.2 4.6 6.9 11.5
Value of Farm

Implements 3.8 5.2 12.5 7.7 6.0 13.7
Value of Livestock 52 53 8.1 5.1 45 9.6
Value of Animals

Slaughtered 4.9 1.7 6.4 -- -- --
Value of Orchard

Products 7.6 56.1 19.6 8.6 22.7 313
Value of Market

Gardens 21.5 30.5 274 26.8 11.7 38.5
Value of Wages -- -- 8.1 -- -- --
Value of Forest

Products -- - 36.4 3.1 477 7.8
Value of All Farm

Products -- -- 75 3.3 5.4 8.7
Value of Fences -- - -- 2.6 1.9 45
Value of Fertilizer -- -- -- 6.6 1.6 8.2
Wheat (bushels) 34 2.2 2.8 1.8 0.5 2.3
Rye (bushels) 6.4 7.7 11.1 2.1 6.7 8.8
Corn (bushels) 42 4.1 4.6 3.7 2.5 6.2
Oats (bushels) 3.7 4.7 6.7 3.2 3.1 6.3
Tobacco (1bs) 1.3 1.1 0.8 0.8 0.5 1.3
Irish Potatoes

(bushels) 9.8 6.9 8.3 8.3 6.9 15.2
Sweet Potatoes '

(bushels) 2.5 0.0 33.2 449 6.3 51.2
Butter (1bs) 4.8 3.7 10.5 8.0 84 16.4
Hay (tons) 12.5 13.0 16.2 10.0 7.3 17.3
Milk (gallons) -- -- 27.9 0.0 19.5 19.5

Sources: 1850-1880 Prince George's County Manuscript Agricultural Censuses




Table 22. Number and Percent of All Farmers Who Indicate Values in Production Categories,
Spaldings and Oxon Hill District, 1850-1880

Spaldings Spaldings Spaldings

1850 1860 1870

77 Farms 134 Farms 88 Farms
Category # % # % # %
Improved Acres 77 100.0 133 99.3 88 100.0
Value of Farms 77 100.0 134 100.0 88 100.0
Value of Farm Implements 77 100.0 103 76.9 88 100.0
Value of Livestock 73 94.8 106 79.1 88 100.0
Value of Animals

Slaughtered 72 93.5 15 11.2 60 68.2

Value of Orchard Products 12 15.6 7 5.2 23 26.1
Value of Market Gardens 15 19.5 20 14.9 44 50.0
Value of Wages - - - - 72 81.8.
Value of Forest Products - -- - - 27 30.7
Value of All Farm Products -- -- -- -- 83 94.3
Value of Fences - -- - -- - -
Value of Fertilizer -- -- - -- -- --
Wheat (bushels) 44 57.1 36 26.9 18 20.5
Rye (bushels) 35 45.5 33 24.6 33 375
Corn (bushels) - 71 92.2 99 73.9 69 78.4
QOats (bushels) 28 36.4 37 27.6 37 420
Tobacco (1bs) 16 20.8 22 16.4 9 10.2
Irish Potatoes (bushels) 55 714 24 17.9 40 45.5
Sweet Potatoes (bushels) 9 11.7 0 0.0 22 250
Butter (Ibs) 38 494 13 9.7 44 50.0
Hay (tons) 51 66.2 37 27.6 63 71.6
Milk (gallons) -- - -- -- 3 34

Sources: 1850-1880: Prince George's County Manuscript Agricultural Censuses.




Table 22. (continued)

Category #
Improved Acres 138
Value of Farms 138
Value of Farm Implements 132
Value of Livestock 135
Value of Animals

Slaughtered

Value of Orchard Products 42
Value of Market Gardens 108

Value of Wages 72
Value of Forest Products 64
Value of All Farm Products 124
Value of Fences 36
Value of Fertilizer 55
Wheat (bushels) 32
Rye (bushels) 11
Corn (bushels) 106
Oats (bushels) 9
Tobacco (lbs) 19

Irish Potatoes (bushels) 59
Sweet Potatoes (bushels) 58

Butter (1bs) 76
~ Hay (tons) 49
Milk (gallons) 0

Spaldings

138 Farms

%

100.0
100.0

97.8

87.5

[e—y
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266
266
247
259

Sources: 1850-1880: Prince George's County Manuscript Agricultural Censuses.

Spaldings
1880
266 Farms

%

100.0
100.0
92.9
97.4

45.1
62.4
50.4
42.1
88.7
16.9
25.9
14.7
14.7
69.9
12.4
12.0
45.5
35.0
48.5
36.8

1.9




Table 23. Average Agricultural Production by All Farmers, Spaldings and Oxon Hill Districts,

1850-1880
Spaldings Spaldings Spaldings OxonHill Spaldings
Category 1850 1860 1870 1880 1880
Farms 77 . 134 88 138 128
Improved Acres 145 77 94 47 41
Value of Farms 3,489 4,534 8,495 2,294 3,673
Value of Farm Implements 63 83 226 111 94
Value of Livestock -- 345 605 221 208
Value of Animals
Slaughtered 66 12 88 - --
Value of Orchard Products 8 22 34 31 87
Value of Market Gardens 37 69 163 264 125
Value of Wages -- -- 455 96 121
Value of Forest Products -- -- 104 17 : 28
Value of All Farm Products -- -- 1,142 304 525
Value of Fences -- -- - 16 13
Value of Fertilizer - - - 23 6
Wheat (bushels) 102 52 25 17 5
Rye (bushels)! 48 14 30 3 9
- Corn (bushels) ' 376 215 269 178 130
Oats (bushels) -- 34 44 9 9
Tobacco (1bs) 1,416 1,135 340 362 264
Irish Potatoes (bushels)2 61 16 57 30 27
Sweet Potatoes (bushels) Co-- 0 31 133 20
Butter (Ibs) 63 22 - 83 73 83
Hay (tons) 9 6 12 4 3
Milk (gallons) - - 67 0 225

1 combines quantity of rye and oats in 1850
2combines quantity of Irish and sweet potatoes in 1850

Sources: 1850-1880: Prince George's County Manuscript Agricultural Censuses.

Combined

1880

266
44
2,957
103
215

58
197



Table 24. Average and Median Agricultural Production Per Producing Farmer (Owners and Tenants)
in Spaldings and Oxon Hill Districts, 1850-1880

Spaldings Spaldings Spaldings Oxon Hill Spaldings
1850 1860 1870 1880 1880
Category Avg, Med Avg. Med. Avg. Med. Avg. Med Avg. Med,

Improved Acres 149 115 77 40 94 70 47 30 48 30
Value of Farms 3,471 1,900 4,534 2,000 9,000 5,000 2,294 1,500 3,673 2,000
Value of Farm

Implements 65 40 107 50 229 150 116 50 94 75
Value of Livestock 348 260 437 275 605 375 225 150 215 125
Value of Animals

Slaughtered 70 46 104 100 129 70 -- -- -- --

Value of Orchard

Products 34 30 430 100 131 50 100 50 143 25
Value of Market '

Gardens 191 100 465 100 326 250 338 200 276 200
Value of Wages -- - -- -- 556 300 185 150 249 180
Value of Forest

Products -- -- -- -- 340 150 36 20 75 30
Value of All Farm

Products -- -- -- - 1,211 868 338 200 600 500
Value of Fences - - -- - -- - 61 30 180 50
Value of Fertilizer -- - - 58 50 54 30

Wheat (bushels) 179 57 195 83 122 100 74 60 95 55
Rye (bushels) 34 30 56 30 80 40 34 28 41 40
Corn (bushels) 408 350 290 200 344 180 232 150 208 125
Oats (bushels) 90 55 124 75 104 75 133 75 48 30
Tobacco (Ibs) 6,813 4,000 6,918 5,000 3,322 2,400 2,628 2,200 2,604 2,000
Irish Potatoes

(bushels) 84 40 87 50 125 75 71 50 56 39
Sweet Potatoes .

(bushels) 11 7 0 0 122 50 317 150 58 40
Butter (1bs) 127 100 223 100 166 150 133 100 200 104
Hay (tons) 14 8 22 10 17 7 11 5 8 4
Milk (gallons) -- - - -- 1,973 1,200 0 0 5,748 5,475

Sources: 1850-1880: Prince George's County Manuscript Agricultural Censuses.



Table 25. Percentage of State or County Agricultural Production Compared to Percentage of State or
County Population: Prince George's County, Spaldings District, and Oxon Hill District,

1880
P. George's Co. Rankin Oxon Hill Spaldings Combined
Category pop, 26.451 State pop. 1.289 pop.1.671 pop. 2.960
Population 2.8 10 4.9 6.3 11.2
Total Acres 53 5 3.8 43 8.1
. Improved Acres 4.9 7 4.0 3.2 7.2
Value of Farms 4.1 8 4.6 6.9 11.5
Value of Farm Implements 34 13 1.7 6.0 13.7
Value of Livestock _ 3.8 12 5.1 4.5 9.6
Value of Orchard Products 3.2 10 8.6 22.7 31.3
Value of Market Gardens 15.6 2 26.8 11.7 38.5
Value of Forest Products 6.2 6 3.1 4.7 7.8
Value of All Farm Products 43 11 33 54 8.7
Value of Fences 7.2 3 2.6 1.9 4.5
Value of Fertilizer 1.7 17 6.6 1.6 8.2
Wheat (bushels) 1.6 15 1.8 0.5 2.3
Rye (bushels) 5.9 7 2.1 6.7 8.8
Corn (bushels) 4.1 12 3.7 25 6.2
Oats (bushels) 2.1 14 3.2 3.1 6.3
Tobacco (1bs) 25.2 1 0.8 0.5 1.3
Irish Potatoes (bushels) 34 12 8.3 6.9 15.2
Sweet Potatoes (bushels) 124 1 449 6.3 51.2
Butter (Ibs) 1.7 14 8.0 8.4 16.4
Hay (tons) 2.0 12 10.1 7.3 17.4
Milk (gallons) 31 6 0.0 19.5 14.5

Sources: Bureau of the Census, Department of Commerce, 1880a:60-61, 119, 141, 156-157, 177,
192,212, 228, 250-251, 283-284; 1880: Prince George's County Manuscript Agricultural Census.




Table 26. Average Farm Size by Total and by Improved Acreage, 1850-1880: Maryland, Prince

George's County, and Spaldings and Oxon Hill Districts

’ 1850 1860
Area Total Imprvd Total Imprv
Maryland 212 128 192 119

(21,860 farms) (25,244 farms)

Prince George's Co. 321 216 263 171

(885 farms) (1,071 farms)
Spaldings 237 145 133 77
(77 farms) (134 farms)

Oxon Hill - -- - -

1870 1880
Total Imprv Total Imprvd
167 108 126 83
(27,000 farms) (40,517 farms)
243 150 159 97
(835 farms) (1,689 farms)
173 94 90 41
(88 farms) (128 farms)
-- -- 74 47
(138 farms)

Sources: Bureau of the Census, Department of Commerce 1850a:225-228; 1860a:72-73, 203, 231;
1870d:172-173, 354, 1880a:119; 1850-1880: Prince George's County Manuscript Agricultural

Censuses.



Table 27. Average Farm Size for Owners and Tenants, 1880, Prince George's County, Oxon Hill,

and Spaldings Districts (percentages of next highest category in parentheses)

Category

Farms

Average Total Acres
Average Improved Acres
Owners

_ Average Total Acres
Average Improved Acres
Tenants

Average Total Acres
Average Improved Acres
Rental Tenants

Average Total Acres
Average Improved Acres
Share Tenants

Average Total Acres
Average Improved Acres

Marvlan

40,517
126

72
27,978

12,539

3,878

(69.1)

(30.9)

(30.9)

(69.1)

4.2)

(71.2)

(28.8)

(43.4)

(56.6)

Oxon Hill

(8.2)

(70.3)

(29.7)

(87.8)

(12.2)

1din

128

(7.6)
(75.‘8)
(24.2)
(93.5)

(6.5)

Sources: Bureau of the Census, Department of Commerce, 1880a:28-29, 60-61, 119 1880: Prince
George's County Manuscript Agricultural Census.




Table 28. Average Agricultural Production by All Farmers and Tenants, Maryland, Prince George's
County, and Oxon Hill District, 1880

Prince George's Oxon Hill Oxon Hill

Maryland County Farmers Tenants

Category (40,517 farms) (1.689 farms) 138 farm (41 farms)
Total Acres 126 159 74 68
Improved Acres 83 97 47 44
Value of Farms 4,037 4,055 2,294 1,868
Value of Farm Implements 143 118 111 75
Value of Livestock 392 354 221 174
Value of Orchard Products 39 29 . 31 15
Value of Market Gardens 22 81 264 318
Value of Wages -- -- 96 71
Value of Forest Products 30 45 17 8
Value of All Farm Products 712 742 304 256
Value of Fences 29 50 16 5
Value of Fertilizer 70 29 23 19
Wheat (bushels) 198 77 17 8
Rye (bushels) 7 10 3 4
Corn (bushels) 394 389 178 189
Oats (bushels) 44 ' 22 9 19
Tobacco (1bs) 644 3,893 362 295
Irish Potatoes (bushels) 37 30 30 35
Sweet Potatoes (bushels) 8 24 133 210
Butter (Ibs) 185 75 73 37
Hay (tons) 7 3 4 3
Milk (gallons) 117 87 0 0

Sources: Bureau of the Census, Department of Commerce, Schedule of Mines, Agriculture,
Commerce, and Manufacturers (Maryland), National Archives, Washington, D.C. 1880a:28-29,
60-61, 119; 1880: Prince George's County Manuscript Agricultural Census.




Table 29. Average Agricultural Production by Oxon Hill Farmers and Tenants, 1880

Farmers (138) ' Tenants (41)
Category Avg/Farmer Avg/Pr er - Avg/Tenan Av
Total Acres 74 74 67
Improved Acres 47 47 44
Value of Farms 2,294 2,294 1,868
Value of Farm Implements 111 116 75
Value of Livestock 221 225 174
Value of Orchard Products 31 100 15
Value of Market Gardens 264 338 318
Value of Wages 96 185 71
Value of Forest Products 17 36 8
Value of All Farm Products 304 338 256
Value of Fences 16 61 5
Value of Fertilizer 23 58 19
Wheat (bushels) 17 74 5
Rye (bushels) 3 34 4
Corn (bushels) 178 232 189
Oats (bushels) 9 133 19
Tobacco (1bs) 362 2,628 295
Irish Potatoes (bushels) 30 71 35
Sweet Potatoes (bushels) 133 317 210
Butter (Ibs) 73 133 37
Hay (tons) 4 11 3
Milk (gallons) 0 0 0

Source: 1880: Prince George's County Manuscript Agricultural Census.
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Table 30. Average Agricultural Production by Spaldings Farmers and Tenants, 1880

Farmers (128) Tenants (31)

Category Avg/Farmer Avg/Producer Avg/Tenant Avg/Producer
Total Acres 90 90 89 89
Improved Acres 41 41 42 43
Value of Farms 3,673 3,673 3,290 3,290
Value of Farm Implements 94 94 91 108
Value of Livestock 208 215 195 209
Value of Orchard Products 87 143 56 97
Value of Market Gardens 125 276 170 528
Value of Wages 121 249 117 278
Value of Forest Products 28 75 9 56
Value of All Farm Products 525 600 633 755
Value of Fences 13 180 9 90
Value of Fertilizer 6 54 11 69
Wheat (bushels) 5 95 1 21
Rye (bushels) 9 41 7 36
Corn (bushels) 130 208 127 197
QOats (bushels) 9 48 13 45
Tobacco (1bs) 264 2,604 8 250
Irish Potatoes (bushels) 27 56 38 73
Sweet Potatoes (bushels) 20 58 ‘ 40 155
Butter (1bs) 83 200 41 143
Hay (tons) 3 8 3 10
Milk (gallons) 0 0 927 5,748

Source: 1880: Prince George's County Manuscript Agricultural Census.




Table 31. Average Agricultural Production by Farm Owners and Tenants and by Producing Farmers
and Tenants, Oxon Hill and Spalding Districts, 1880

Oxon Hill Oxon Hill Spaldings Spaldings
97 (41) 97 (31)
Category Owner Prod. Tepant Prod, Owner Prod. Tenant Prod.
Total Acres 77 77 67 67 90 90 89 89
Improved Acres 48 48 44 44 41 41 42 42
Value of Farms 2474 2,474 1,868 1,868 3,794 3,794 3,290 3,290
Value of Farm

Implements 126 131 75 79 95 104 91 108
Value of Livestock 240 243 174 183 213 217 195 209
Value of Orchard

Products 37 106 15 76 97 157 56 97
Value of Market

Gardens 241 308 318 408 110 223 170 528
Value of Wages 107 192 71 162 122 243 117 278
Value of Forest Products 21 84 5 24 14 224 9 90
Value of All Farm _

Products 324 365 256 276 490 553 633 755
Value of Fences 21 84 5 24 14 224 9 90
Value of Fertilizer 25 62 19 49 4 46 11 69
Wheat (bushels) 23 84 4 48 9 42 7 36
Rye (bushels) 2 28 4 48 9 42 7 36
Corn (bushels) 174 228 189 248 131 211 127 197
QOats (bushels) 4 101 19 159 8 49 13 45
Tobacco (1bs) 390 2,522 295 3,025 346 2,800 8 250

- Irish Potatoes (bushels) 29 64 35 89 24 51 38 73
Sweet Potatoes (bushels) 101 244 210 479 14 50 40 155
Butter (Ibs) 89 146 37 89 9% 222 41 143
Hay (tons) 4 10 3 17 3 7 3 10

Milk (gallons) 0 0 0 0 0 0 927 5,748

Source: 1880: Prince George's County Manuscript Agricultural Census.




Table 32. Racial Distribution of Farmers and Farm Laborers in Oxon Hill District, 1880

Race Farmer % Farm Laborers %
White 104 73.8 75 47.8
Black 28 19.9 68 - 433
Mulatto 9 6.4 14 89
Total 141 100.1 157 100.0

Source: 1880: Prince George's County Manuscript Agricultural and Population Censuses.




Table 33. Racial Distribution of Farmers and Farm Laborers in Spaldings District, 1880

Race Farmers % Farm Laborers %
White 111 95.7 143 56.3
Black 2 1.7 86 33.9
Mulatto 3 2.6 25 9.8
Total 116 100.0 254 _ 100.0

Source: 1880: Prince George's County Manuscript Agricultural and Population Censuses.



Table 34. Agricultural Production by Thomas Berry Compared to Average and Median Production
by All Producing Farmers (Owners and Tenants), Spaldings District, 1850

Category Berry , Average Median
Total Acres 887 244 --
Improved Acres 587 149 115
Value of Farms 40,000 3,471 1,900
Value of Farm Implements 300 65 40
Value of Livestock 1,729 348 260
Value of Animals Slaughtered 45 70 46
Value of Orchard Products 75 34 30
Value of Market Gardens 10 191 100
Wheat (bushels) 1,300 179 57
Rye (bushels) 0 34 30
Corn (bushels) 3,000 408 350
Oats (bushels) 0 90 55
Tobacco (1bs) 0 6,813 4,000
Irish Potatoes (bushels) 50 84 40
Sweet Potatoes (bushels) 0 11 7
Butter (1bs) 0 127 100
Hay (tons) 1 14 8
Horses 3 4 --
Mules/Asses 8 2 --
Oxen 8 4 --
- Milch Cows 10 4 -
Other Cattle 0 5 --
Sheep 0 20 --
Swine 100 14 --

Source: 1850: Prince George's County Manuscript Agricultural Census.
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Table 35. Agricultural Production by Thomas Berry at Oxon Hill manor, Spaldings District, and at
Ellersbie, Queen Anne's District, 1860

Qgtegog Y

Total Acres

Improved Acres

Value of Farms

Value of Farm Implements
Value of Livestock

Value of Animals Slaughtered
Value of Orchard Products
Value of Market Gardens
Wheat (bushels)

Rye (bushels)

Corn (bushels)

Oats (bushels)

Tobacco (1bs)

- Irish Potatoes (bushels)
Sweet Potatoes (bushels)
Butter (1bs)

Hay (tons)

Horses

Mules/Asses

Oxen

Milch Cows

Other Cattle

Sheep

Swine

Berry
Oxon Hill

1,600
700

60,000

1,000
3,000
0

0
0
1,400

ORAN0OJWOOOO

[y
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o

Average
xon Hill

133
77
4,534
107
437
104
430
465
195
56
290
124

Source: 1860: Prince George's County Manuscript Agricultural Census.



Table 36. Agricultural Production by Thomas E. Berry at Ellersbie, Queen Anne's District, 1850

Category Production 1
Total Acres 432
Improved Acres 350
Value of Farms 17,280
Value of Farm Implements 500
Value of Livestock 1,886
Value of Animals Slaughtered 416
Value of Orchard Products 0
Value of Market Gardens 0
- Wheat (bushels) 1,000
Rye (bushels) 50
Corn (bushels) 3,650
Oats (bushels) ' 100
Tobacco (1bs) 50,000
Irish Potatoes (bushels) 50
Sweet Potatoes (bushels) - 10
Butter (1bs) 400
Hay (tons) 5
Horses 8
Mules/Asses 9
Oxen _ 12
Milch Cows 8
Other Cattle 2
Sheep 30
Swine 60

Source: 1850: Prince George's County Manuscript Agricultural Census.




Table 37. Agricultural Production by T. Owen Berry at Oxon Hill Manor, Spaldings District, 1870

Category Berry Average Median
Total Acres 2,150 173 --
Improved Acres 800 94 70
Value of Farms 100,000 9,000 5,000
Value of Farm Implements 700 229 150
Value of Livestock 3,000 605 375
Value of Animals Slaughtered 2,000 129 70
Value of Orchard Products 0 131 50
- Value of Market Gardens 1,000 326 250
Value of Wages 3,500 556 300
Value of Forest Products 600 340 150
Value of All Farm Products 9,500 1,211 868
‘Wheat (bushels) 500 122 100
Rye (bushels) 100 ‘ 80 40
Corn (bushels) 2,500 344 180
Oats (bushels) 500 104 75
Tobacco (1bs.) 0 3,322 2,400
Irish Potatoes (bushels) 300 166 150
Sweet Potatoes (bushels) 1,000 122 50
Butter (1bs.) 300 166 150
Hay (tons) 30 17 7
Milk (gallons) 0 1,973 1,200
Horses 18 3 -
Mules/Asses 6 3 -
Milch Cows 6 3 --
Other Cattle 12 3 --
Sheep 150 37 --
Swine 50 8 --

Source: 1870: Prince George's County Manuscript Agricultural Census




Table 38. Agricultural Production by Oxon Hill Manor Tenants and Possible Tenants (average)*,
with Oxon Hill District Average and Median, 1880

Category Streeks Bowie Lanham Tenants Average  Median
Total Acres 160 50 225 37 74 48
Improved Acres 160 35 : 150 30 47 30
Value of Farms 3,500 1,000 8,000 1,063 2,294 1,500
Value of Farm - :

Implements 200 50 300 81 116 50
Value of Livestock 800 100 300 81 116 50
Value of Orchard

Products 0 0 0 6 100 50
Value of Market Gardens 1,000 100 2,000 531 338 200
Value of Wages 600 0 400 46 185 150
Value of Forest Products 0 10 24 4 36 20
Value of All Farm

Products 700 250 400 122 338 - 200
Value of Fences 0 0 0 0 61 30
Value of Fertilizer 50 15 60 14 58 50
Wheat (bushels) 0 0 0 0 74 60
Rye (bushels) 0 0 0 0 34 28
Corn (bushels) 900 125 705 129 232 150
Oats (bushels) 0 0 600 22 133 75
Tobacco (1bs) 0 2,800 0 0 2,628 2,200
Irish Potatoes (bushels) 300 60 0 20 71 50
Sweet Potatoes (bushels) 1,200 1,200 1,200 285 317 150
Butter (Ibs) 50 50 100 61 133 100
Hay (tons) 0 0 0 0 11 5
Milk (gallons) 0 0 0 0 0 0

*Averages for Nalley, George Streeks, Pane, Mallor, Monroe, Butler, Silas Tolbert, and Sydney
Tolbert

Source: 1880: Prince George's County Manuscript Agricultural Census.
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